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December 27, 1961 


Edgar T. Groark, Chairman 
‘Board of Appeals & Review 
United States Civil Service Commission 


Washington 25, D. C. ae 
; Tele. Room. 
Re: Appeal of (// ei 
a SELLA, TURES eee 
Dempehr. Groark: = 
wm. Lay B Ray 
wm ° 
& © __ on Friday, December 22, 1961, I was advised wy” Lae Gs ae 
wm Chief, Appeals Examining Office, b6é 
a nited States Civil Service Commission, of that office's b7c 
ne tion of the removal of Willian W. Turner from 
= st anbeer with the f al Bureas of Investigation. 
~~ Tt ses for laetion are recited in an opin- 
ion consisting of some 17 pages. I am advised 
rujes ef the Civil Service eerie iasey ae 
ee alertnten becomes final unleas the appel files 
~ én éppeal with the Board of Appeals & Review vithia seven 
ie days from receipt of the initial opinion. — 


i At this time, I wish to note such an sppeal, and 
“request an additional thirty days. for the preparation of 
S@ brief on the matter. The hearing in this matter was 
S-eommenced on September 26, 1961, and continued for four 


a 


wedays, A total of some 670 pages of transcript were recorded. ie 


“approximately sixty exhibits were introduced before the 

Hearing Examiner during the course of the hearing. In view 

of tide. facts, a corisiderable time is required to review 

the transcript and exhibits in connection wither he sine ci 
“Syethermore, the appellant, it 

Turner? wilh: ? unevailable for discussion of the eae ere 


eae has {je ae wT . 
oh & REC. 129] ge: 


4ECEIAEO- “DIBEC LON . 


ov 


Edgar T. Groark, Chairman 
Board of Appeals & Review 
United States Civil Service Commission 
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me for at least two and a half weeks, Accordingly, it 
is submitted that the request for thirty days additional 
time is reasonable under all the circumstances, 


Very truly yours, 


vJP/ ms 


ee: Mr. John P. Mohr f 
Assistant to the Director 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 
Washington 25, D. C. 
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January 15, 1962 { 
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Attorney at Law b7c 


839 17th Street, N. We 
Washington 6, D. GC. 


L 


supsEcT; Decision of thc Commission's Appeals Exemining Office sustain 
ing the action of the. Federal Bureai of Investigation in 
removing William W.s-Turner from the position of Special Agent, 
on charges, 


Dear Mr. Fuller: 


Receipt is acknowledged of the appeal, under Section 14 of the Vet- 
erans' Preference Act of 1944, submitted in the above case. - 


No particular form is required for filing appeals under Section 14. 
Since this appeal was filed within the time limit specified in the Com- 
mission's regulations, it has been accepted by this office. 


If you desire to submit additional material in writing in support 
of this appeal, it should be forwarded, in duplicate, within 3 days 
from the date of receipt of this letter or the case will be considered 
on the basis of the evidence of record. 


You may be assured that very careful consideration will be given 


to all the facts in the case by the Commission's Board of Appeals and 
Review. . 


Sincerely yours, 


ecs Mr, Billiam ¥,. wins Z pee 


796 ?Forest Avenue E. T. Groark, Chairman 
Buffalo 9, New York Board of Appeals and Review 
~~90s Honorable J. Edgar Hoover fre me ee 
ge Director ea ay: a re 321 
Federal Bureau of Investigation: ae sald 
Washington 25, De Ce . 


ay nae oh hee eed | A 
feet fy bya hot uae : foes ee en 0 
+k \ Rahas id / \b 


o é 


WASHINGTON 25, D.C. 


BARsELK 
February 8, 1962 
cr 
Honorable J. Edgar Hoover 
Director Gr 
Federal Bureau of Investigation jy E med? 
Washington 25, De Ceo Tires ; 
L 
| £ g _ Decision of the Cemmission's Appeals Examining Office sustaining 
DEECr the action of your office in removing William W. Turner from the 
position of Special Agent, on chargese 
Dear Mr. Hoovers 
This refers to the appeal, under Section 14 of the Veterans' Pref- 
erence Act of 1944, submitted in the above case. 
ef 


The purpose of this letter is to give you an opportunity to comment 
on the material furnished in support of the appeal. Therefore, enclosed 
for whatever camment, or rebuttal, you may care to make is a copy of such 
material. Your reply, in: duplicate, should be forwarded to this office 
within ten (10) days of your receipt of this letter. 


When a decision has been reached in this case, you will be notified 
promptly. 


Sincerely yours, 


E. T. Groark, Chairman 
Board of Appeals and Review 


: ' “sf 
Enclosure No. (Brief in support a Turner's appeal) 


| ‘a gan Ga 1 A SD aD 
«ote ty tues EO. 2a BS Lk ane oN ae / Se 
pees i % We ; : 
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UNITED STATLS CIVIL SERVICU CcoMursstor 
LOARD OF APPZALS AND ROVILY 
WASHINGTON 25, D. C. 


APPSAL OF WILLIAM VW, TURNER 


Under Section 14 of the Veterans Preforenee Act of 1944, 
ag fmondod 


APPELLANT'S BRIEF 


Statement of tha Case 


1 hey 


I 
| 
| 
| This Ls an appeal from the recommendation of tha Appeals. 
= amining Offiea dated December 20, 1961, that no chante be 
| 
| pote, vnieh effected the removal from cuploymont of Willian Hy, 
Turner og July 19, 1961. By letter dated Jonuary 15, 1962, 
appelling vas granted leave te file additional material in sup- 
port of Ys appeal on or bofore Fobruary 7, 1962. 
és o Getober 10, 1960, appollant had conploted asproxi-+ 
mately tne wd one-half years sorviee as a Spacial Acont of 
the Fade . Bereau of Investigation, In the provious year alone} 


\ 
he was threcipiont of three distinct conmendatory lettors, 
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and 0). He head prier honorable servieo with the United Statas 
Havy, and entored the Federal Burcau of Investigation chortly 
following his graduation from Canisius College, Burfalo, Nev 
York. On October 16, 1960, Mr, Turner reported to the Bureau 
field offiee at Oklahoma City. The Speedial Agent in Charge of 
tho Gklahoma City field offiea at that time was one Wasley 
Grapp. 

Subsequent to his assignmant to Oklahoma, Me. Turner dis- 
eussed with other agents in that office the possibility that 
his assignment mirht have been made in error. (Ty, 39). He 
advised that Oklahoma was not a city of his preference, and that 
he vould have preferred to have been assigned to a large metro- 
politan area. Agent Grapp leorning of this preference advisad 
appellant that as a Speetal Ascent of the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation he was available for duty anywhere, and that he 
had beast “unpack and become a part of tha community." (Tr. 479)4 

SAC Grapp testified below that he vas concerned with 
the appellant's attitude tovard his job, and coneludad that he 
was of Limited value to the Oklahoma offiec. Consequently, he 
should be given limited arcas of responsibility, (Tr. 481), 
Appellant was accordingly assigned to a road territory extending 


toa the four counties adjoining O’lohowa City. (Tr. 483), The 


-3= 

record loaves substantial question as to the true reason for 
this assignment, for at the samo time appellant was rated. 
“Treollent™ ag concerns his personality, personal appearances, 
and o€fcetivenass of personal contacts, (Ir, 573, Uuhibit 6 ). 


fppollent was a technically trained “cound man! and this 


vas the primary reason for his being assigned to the Oklahoma 
City offien. (fr. 480), Upon being apsipned the road trip 
which required him to be out of the Oklahoma City ficld office 
daily, Me. Turner became concerned whether his road trip assign+ 
mont night conflict with his duties as a pound man, (Tr. 39). 
This concern, too, become a subject ef conversations bottvveon 
appellant and SAC Grapp, (fr, 481-82). 

Being aware that the Federal Bureau of Tnvestiration is 
a lovee ortenization, appellont considered the possibility that 
his assignment to the Oklohoma City field offiee vas an admins 
istrative errer, This, topether with his own preferences, and 
an apparent conflict in his asslenment, inspired him, in mid- 
Deeconber 1960, to cubnit a raquast throush SAC Grapp for 4 
transfer, (Tr. 39). 

Upon reecipt of tha request for transfer, SAC Grapp onee 
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cre ahaha again discussed the matter with Mr, Turner, and advised hin 
WASHINGTON 6, D.C. 


an that ho vould be compelled to submit a special porformance satin 
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concerning Me, Turner, 1£ the appellant imsisted thet his 


vequest for transfer be submitted to the Burcau. (Tx, 486). 


tle. Turner co insisted. A performance rating vas thereupon 
prepared (Agoney Exhibit 6) and forwarded to Washington with a 
covering Lotter Cizhibit A-44), recommending that the appellant 
be placed on probation; that he romain assigned to tho Oklahoma 
City field offieo, but 1f he should bo transferred, that he be 
sont to Alaska CAceney Exhibit A-44). 

According Ly, on December 27, 1960, Ne, Turner was advised 
that he was thenecforth on probation (Exhibit 10). Following 
vecoipt of thin letter, Mr, Turner, on January 4, 1961, raquasta 
an opportunity to diceuss personally the matter of his spacial 
porfornaee rating with tha Director (ixhibit WH). By lLottor 
dated January 10, 1961, the appellant was advined that the 
Director could not talk with hin (Appellant's Exhibit A-1), On 
January 11, 1961, appellant wrote that, im licu of talking with 
one of the Director's assistants, he vould oppoal the spoecial 
performmnec rating to tho Performanee Roting Domed of Rovierr 
(Exhibit 12). On Jonuary 18, 1961, appellant was advised by 
the Dicector that, inacmuch as tho porformance rating of 
Decombor 14, 1961 was on administrative special type of report, 


there vas no cipht of appeal to the Performmnce Rating Board of 
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Review. Furthor, appellent was invited to subait any material 
supporting his contention that the porfersinnes rating was 
inpropor (Sxhibit 13). Upon veeelipt of this commmication, 
the oppellant, by letter dated January 27, 1961, subaittad a 
four-pase stateuent which he felt domonctrated the unfairnass 
of the Daecmber porfermanca rating (ixhibit 14), 


Appellant roceived no roply to his letter of January 27, 
b6 
but on Fobruary 2, Tnopeetor| —fareiived at OlLahona b7c 


City to conduct on inquiry into the eiramstences surrounding 
the contested porformance ratine, This inspection of Me, Moora, 
conducted from Fobruary 2-4, 1961, was followed within ten days 
by a Letter cuspondine Ur. Turnor, without pay, for thirty days. 
The letter of suspension (inhibit 16) strated in parts 


You hove voacontly made a number of allocations 
ageinct your Special Arent in Charge elaininc 
thet bo hed been et fault in his supervision of 
you ond assartine that he has been dorolict in 

- nevoral othor mitters In ivhieh you vera not por 
sonally involved, <A Durenu Inspector has made 4 
thorouch and covoful imvectication of oll of your 
ehaeces amd it has boon dotermined thet thoy are 
baseloss, Your judenert in miltine such unfoundad 
complaints for which you sould offer no substan- 
tintion was imaceusable and valcen a serioug 
question ropardinn your competence te eontimuc 
te serve ao a Spoelal fAcent in this Burceuw. . . 27 
(Emphasis supplied), 


Theol | inquiry ond subcequont letter of suspension of 


Fobruary 13 provide the focal point of this appaal. 


LAW OFFices 
WILLIAMS & STEIN 

1000 HILL BUILBING 
WASHINGTON 6, B.C. 


METROPOLITAN 88-6563 


we fy a 


| 

| tha roacord demonstrates that during Inspector] | 
inquiry, the appollont related te him a caries of complaints 
eoncornine SAC Crapp, come of which porsonally involved 
appellant, others of which did not. taspeetor] | ngoured 
appcllont that cll of his complaints would ba thorouchly checked 
(fz. 51). Tho Lotter of Fobruazy 153 clearly indiented to 
fcent Turner that, in fact, all his complaints had boon eheeled, 
end all hed been found to be boseless (inhibit 16), 

With one or ive exeeptions, no invastipation outcide of 

| the Bureau van conducted. (fr. 400). Inacdiately followine 

| his suspension, appellant had eecasion te diceuss tvo of the 

. Hatters which he had gclated to Inspeetor| with the porcona 
actually involved in the eriticicn of SAC Grapp. On February 14 
appellant had a eonvercation at the Morricon Garona, vhore he 


found that Inspector = had talked vith the ouner, i : 


and whore he furthor found thee SAC Grapp vas hmown 


| 

in the gararea as "Ue. Gripes." (ifr. 75). Within the noxt fet 

| doys, appellant conversed with[ | the Actine County 
Prosnauter in Bevey County, whera he found that nolther 
Inspectox[ __| nor any othor ccont of the Sederal Burces of 
Investigation had comuunicated wieh[ | concornineg 


Tugnee's complaint acninst SAC Crapp. (Tr. 76,201). This latter 
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faet vas of particular moment to the appellant, inasmuch og he 
himself had been admonished by Ingpector[ _| for not having ae 
eallod the Duveauts attention to tha fact chat[ | had 
publicly stated that SAC Gropp had been arveated for speeding. 
(Tr, 50). 

Following an abortive attempt to appeal his ousponsion 
to the Civil Service Commission, appellant Initiated a series 
of lattors ta monbers of Coneress, Three lettors vere te 
potema the basis for appellant's subsequent disaiasal from the 
federal Burcau of Investigation, These letters vere to Senator 
Jncob Javits, dated April 3, 1961 (Exhibit 17); Sonater Untes 
Kofauver, dated April 30, 1961 Gixhibit 18); and Congressman 
Lmonuel Coller, dated May 21, 1961 (ishibit 19), Statements 
o£ opinion ond fact which appearcd in these Lotters vere 
serutinigod by the Federal Bureau of Invastigation and ee 
variously, te bo false, or untrue, or dononstrative of a poor 
abtitude on the part of the appeliont toward the Federal Buroau 
of Invastieation and Lts Direerter, 

Four chorras wore onunierated in a letter of dismissal 
dated June 16, 1961, Of the four charges preferred, the 
fopeals Lnanining Office sustained tye, namely, charge nunborod 


ono ~~ that oppellont did not possess the truthfulness, accuracy, 


aBe 
and responsibility required of a Speeial Acont of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation, and charge numbered three <-~- that 
subsequent to his arrival in O'ichoma City he demonstrated a 
poor attitude tovard the Federal Rurcau of Investication and 
lts Director, 

Charrce numbered onc tras found to be custalned on four 
specific spacifieations, and charge numbered thrae suotained 


by an affiemative finding on one spdci fication. 


Questions Prosonted 


I, Whether statements contained in corranpondenea sont to 
monbors of the Coneress by an employea of the Federal 
Bureau of Investication com serve as the basis of dis- 


eiplinary action against that omployec. 


Tl, Whether there vas sufftelont evidence adduead before the 
Appeals Dxaminer to support the finding that the eppaliant 
demonstrated a Laci: of truthfulness, accuracy, and 
responsibility required of a Federal Bureau of Investigation 
agent, and the finding that the appellant had demonstrated 


LAW orriaons a poor attitude toward the Podoral Burcou of Investigation 
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I. Personal Correspondoenea Addrassed to Hambera of the 
Ceneress Cannot Be Used ag the Basis fer Diselplinary 
Action Against Appallant. 
In the instant eace the charges made against appellant 


by the Azoney, and sustained by the Appeals Exanining Office, 


| Civil Sorvieo Commission, are predicated upon statements mada 


by appellant in personal Ictters te Senaters Estes Kefauver and 
Jacob Javits, and Congressman Eaanual Geller. 

Admittedly, various statements in these letters vere 
epitical of appollant's superiors as Well as eritical of the 
4genecy's onploymont practiecs. Howvover, there has been no 
suepostion made thet the subject matter of appelient's state- 
onts wore of no interest te members of Congress, ox that they 
did not relate to motters in which the Conerens and lts merbers 
Vera vitelly interasted, Coneress having the arduous responsi~ 
bility of makins appropriations ta onecutive aronclas, has a 
ecombinuine interest in éassine informad of how thase areorefas 
conduct their internal affairs, ao vell as how thoy discharro 
their public trust. 

The right of an employee of an enecutive aroncy to 
eriticiue his cuporiors, tho spony ta internal policies, and 
the Like, is not eontingont upon thet cuployee's abllity to 


prove the accuracy ot validity of his comments, Vere the rule 
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-otherice, all eriticion vould be muffled badauce of fanr of 


the consequences. In the instant case the Asoney adopts a 
contrary position: Critieisn of tha Federal Burcau of 
Investircation, its Dircetor, ox ite internal policies, in eouse 
for removal of the omployce-eritic uniess he is able te domon- 
strate that his statements are trtie. 

The First Amendment of the Constitution procervas 
inviolate the vipht of the people "to potition the Covernnant 
for oa redress of grievances." The right is not to petition for 
redroos of "justifiable," or “provable” grievances, but all 
prievanees, The Anency action and the conclusion of the Appoals 
Uxeninine Offiee have implicitly emended this phrasa of the 
iMyot Amondmont by placing a burden upen appallant to prova the 
factual aceuracy ef his statemonts. 

Were a eloar end present danger to arise 1f appellant 
vere not disciplined for the making of these statements, porhaps 


a different rule vould obtain. Dennis v. United States, 341 U.S. 


494 (L951), But this is not the ease at bar. 

Morcover, tha Conrress itself recopniged the right of 
agonay cmployces to petition ox furnish information to mombere 
ef Conpreas at the time lopislative authority vas fiven te remove 


classified eivil service enployecs for aause, § U,5.C, § 652 


tis 
(1926 Dd.). Today section 652(d) provides: 
"Tho right of persons onployed in the civil 

sorvice of the United States, alther individually 

ov collectively, to petition Congress, of any 

Hombor thercef, o« to furnioh information to cithor 

House of Conerasa, or te any committec or mombor 

thereok, shall not be denied or interfered with." 

Appellant submits, that by virtue of the Veterans 
Proference Act of 1944, an Amonded, 5 U.S.C. § 851, et soq., 
his comaunications to members of the Conpress aro similarly 
protected, 

The Aetion e£F the Aconey in the present instance Is 
action which operates te deny to appellent, and interfere with, 
his rirht to petition and to furnish information to members of 
Conrress. 

Yinally, it is asserted that tho right of woubers of 
Conrrese to communicate Ececly with omployeces of cxecutive 
dzoneias as voll as constituents has been placed in jcopardy 
by the Aconey action. This action operates to serve notice 
upon oxccutive department omployees that vhile they may commmi- 
cate with members of Conrress, thoy de so at thelr own risk. 
Such intimidation will of necessity deprive members of Congress, 


Law orrices and poghaps the Congress itself, from obtaining oceurate informa~ 
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The Appeals Deoninins Offlea,in ite opinion, recognised 
a risht of omployees to File grievances, but a right qualified 


to the extent that neither slanderous material nor deliborately 


£alee statements may be a part of said grievances. [ven were 
this the proper standard, the Appeals Lxamining Office found 
| neither slander nor deliberate falschoods in any of appellant's 
statements to members of Conpross, Horcover, the Areney has net 
charged appellant with having made clanderous or deliberately 
falea statomonts, 
Consequently the reconmondation of tha Appeals Examining 


Office must be reversed. 


it. Tho Tindings of the Appesls Examining Office Avo 
Wot Supported by the Record 


A, dAppeliont Had a Reasonable Basis for Stating 
in a Letter to Sonater Kefauvor That Inspacter 
Was Obviously Sent to Oklahoma b6 
City to Diseredit Hin b7c 


Tho Acaney allered, and the Appeals Eneminor found, 
that tha statement of the appellant in a letter to Senator 


Ustes efauver, thatL_ =i: cont to Otsiahora City to 


WILLIAM s 1 s . 
Vecutitmene || diseredit him, was false, In reaching this corelugion, the 
WASHINGTON 6, 0. Cc. 


wmoramvens ll Anpanis Exaninor, hovever, has misconstrued the record developad 


LAW OFFicee 

WILLIAMS & STEIN 
1000 HILL BUILDING 
WASHINGTON 6, %. C. 


METROPOLITAN @-6868 


“13+ 

before the Hearing Exeminer. In February of 1961, Inspector 
[—ts«édiwas indeed sent: to Oklahoma City to inquire into complaints |ne 
previously made by the appellant. While conducting this Inquiry, us 
appellant submitted several memoranda setting forth a series 
of Facets concerning Special Agent In Charge Wesley Grapp. 

In this connection, appellant recited eight leads into 
which Inspeetor[ __|might properly inquire in making an 
over-all evaluation of SAC Grapp's conduct. Among these oight 
leads appears the statement by appellant that SAC Grapp had once 
been stepped for specding and that the County Prosceuter of 
Dewoy County[ | had stated that had the speeding incident 
occurred in his county, he would not have released Grapp. Upon 
learning this, Inspector[ _| severely criticized the appellant 
for not having previously reported the matter to the federal 
Bureau of Investigation headquarters, leading appellant to believe 
that this particular charge constituted o most serious offense. 
| Other ineidents which appellant related to Inspecter 
| sd hadd to do with SAC Grapp's improper demands for discounts 
at the Morrison Garage in Oklahoma City; Grapp's overbearing 
and demanding attitude tevard one [ a police 


photographer in’ Oklahoma City; the existence of extreme friction 


between SAC Grapp and Col. [ Offieor in Charge, 


“14- = 


the Office ef Spacial Investigation ot Tinker Alr Force Base, 


Oklahoma; eriticion of Grapp from an Oklahoma County sheriff 
for Grappa particlpation in a bank robbery case in August of 
1959; the use of profane eS toward the chief stenographer 
in the Oklahoma City office; improper dealings with a [ 

[ _ or the Stores Protective Agsoclation, Oklahoma City; and 
improper dealings with personnel of the firm Trice Electronics, 
a discount store located in Oklahoma City. 

During the[ | inquiry, Agent Turner was advised that 
these leads would be ¢heeked. The inquiry terminated on 
Fobroury 4, 1961, when Inspeecter [ Left Oklahoma City. The 
next communication the appellant received from the Buraau con-~ 
eerning tho matter waa a letter dated February 13, 1961, suspend- 
ing him from employment for a pariod of thirty days. At the 
time that latter of suspension was received, appellant was not 
fully avere of the seope of[ inquiry. Within the nox 
fow days, however, ha tecbase that, in fact, Inspeetor[ | 
had not conducted the type of inquiry contemplated not only by 
the Bureau rules and repulations, but by any reasonable mon, 

Seetion 9 of the Manunl of Rules and Regulations, 
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of the Bureau, “every logical lead which will establish the 
true facts should be run out, . ," (Emphasis supplied), Although 
the letter suspending the appellant asserted that he had made 
baseless charges and that his complaints wore unfounded, 
appellant learned, within a foaw days following his suspension, 
that Inspector [ had nade no investigation of the accuracy ae 
of his statement concerning [ Moreover, it was this 
statement on the part of appellant that eaused Inspeetor[ | 
to adwuonish him severely for not having previously reported the 
matter to the Bureau, Morcover, a fow days following his 
suspension, Turner found that Inspeetor| had talked with 
i. at the Morricon Garape, and further that 
Special Aeent Grapp was known in that garage as "Nr, Gripes." 
In the face of the ineonsistency of the Letter of February 13, 
1961, with what appellant then knew te be the true facts, he 
fairly concluded that someone had judeed his case arbitrarily. 
Lopically, it could only have been Inspeetor[ | 
The record bofere the Appeals Examining Offiea demon- 
strated that not only had Inspector| _| not. inquired of [| 
| _—s but furthor he had made no inquiry directly of[ | 
wise se — of the Oklahoma County sheriff's offiec, omployees at 


umoramnesss j[2eice Llectronias, or [ the vecord further shovwe 


~i6- 

that while Inspector[ | did interrogate| his ae 
inquiry concerned only the official relationships between tha 
Federal Bureau of Investipation and the Office of Special 
Investigation, Subsequently, [ in a memorandun 
of August 24, 1961 CAcency Exhibit 18) stated that had Mr. 
Grapp still been in charge of the Oklahoma Clty office at the 
time he gave that statement, he vould have declined to montion 
personal differences had they been inquired inte by Inspector 

[ This, hovever, is hindsight, and ve are left only to 
speculate as to what Inspector[_ |mirht have developed in 
this inquiry had he conducted it in February of 1961 as the 
Bureau thoreafter conducted it, 

While on April 3, 1961, at the time Agent Turner initially 
corresponded with Senator Kefauver he did not know the full 
extent to which Incpector| —_| had failed to develop all logical 
leads, He did know that neithor[ | nor anyone dould vonclude 
that all of the charges were bascless. In view of this, 
appellant's conclusion that Inspector [ was sent to dis~ 
etedit him was, and remains today, a reasonable one. Tt cannot 
be denominated "false." The Appeals Examining Offlea in its 
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assistants, This conelusion is inaccurate, for appellant knew 
prior to and at the time of his gonmunication with Senater 
Kefauver that the predicate for his suspension in February was 
in error for the letter of suspension stated that all of 
appellant's charges were baseless, when appellent tmew that 
neither Inspeetor[__|nor anyone clsc on behalf of the Bureau be 
had investigated one of the most serious, if not the most serious, 
charge made by the appellant. Further, tho one charge (re 
Morricon Garage) into which Inspector[_ ]did inquire contra- 
dinted the conclusion expressed in the February 13 letter of 
suspension. 
B, The Preponderance of the Lividonee Boas Not 

Support the Allepation That Appellant Made 

an Untrue Statement When He Indieated in a 

Letter to Senator Kefouver That a Memorandum 

Was Missing, From Pile 

The Appeals Exemining Office, in finding allegation 

1+D sustained, concerns itself net with the charge as levelled 
by the Bureau against the appellant, but with a nev issue inter 
joeted during, the course of the hearing. The opinion below 
does not econcorn itself with whether the memorandum in question 
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connected with the disappearance of that memorandum, On this 
basis the Appeals Examining Office concluded appellent had made 
an untrue statement. | 

The remorandum dated January 31, 1961 (Asency Exhibit 7) 
wae designed for tnelusion in the appellant's personnel file as 
is obvious from its form, Appellant testified without contra~- 
diction at the hearing below that the decument was, in fast, 
missing from his personnel file when following his suspension 
he xeported to his next duty station in Knomvilie, Tennessee. 
Indeed, Inspeetor[ | testified that he obtained this document 
during the course of hia inquiry In Oklahoma City. 

Tho form of this memorandum clearly denonstrates that it 


vas direated, not to the Burcau headquarters in Washington of 


| any momber of the headquarters staff, but solely to Mr. Turner's 


personnel File. <A contrast of the form of this exhibit with the 
form followed in deeney Exhibit 44 demonstrates this to be the 
fact, The lattoxy specifies the addresseas to reecive that 
monorandum, the former is totally silent in this regard. 

This allegation eharees that appellant made an untrue 
statement in stating that the memorandum was missing from his 
field file, The statement was not only truc at the time mada, 


but has been. conceded as beime truce. 
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G. Appellant's Statement in Correspondence Direatead 
to Senator Estes Kefauver that Horale in the 
Federal Bureou of Investigation Was at an All-time 
Low; Thet There Was Diffieulty in Reerulting 
Qualified New Agents; and That Clerks Were Filling 
Hey Arent Training Classes Were Reasonable State~ 
ments and Expressions of Opinion 
The Federal Bureau of Investigation ln its letter of 
eharras cateporized as inaeeurate and contrary to fact the 
statements of appellant to the offeet that morale in the Federal 
Burcou of Investigation was at on all-time low; that thare was 
difficulty tn raerulting qualified new agents; and that clerks 


were filling new arent training classes, The Appeals Examining 


Offiee found this charge (1+E) to be sustained by the preponder~ 
anea of the evidenec, 

| Statenonts of the appellant concerning morale in the 
Federal Buroau of Investipation are more expressions of opinion. 
Appollant has testified that hie opinion was predicated upon 
diseussions that he hed with agents, not only in Oklahoma Olity, 
but olco in other field offices within the United States, The 
Agency, however, clicited opinions fron Inspectors| | end 

[ which each stated to be his conclusion from inspections — 
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appellont's. contention that morale is net a quality readily 
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| yoar when Asent Grapp was in charge of that offlea, the rate 


measurable, but that it is a prevailing mood or spirit. 


The turnover rate of agents is, of course, probative 


to the determination of morale. In this regard, appellant vas 
especially aware of the high rate of turnover at the Oklahoma 


City offiea. Exhibit 27 demonstrates that during, the fiscal 


of turnover was 9.8%. The same exhibit states that the over<all 
vate of turnover for oll agents was 2.4%; thus, the rate of 
turnover in Oklahoma City was at least four times ag great as 
the national average. Further, appellant's Exhibit B, an excorpt 
from the Director's testimony befere the Mouse Appropriations 
Committee, unequivocally suegests that the turnover rate averares 
0.4% annually. While the Apeney questioned below whether this 
latter figure vas a noenthly average or yearly average, the clear 
import of the statement read in context indiéates the yoarly 
overage to bo 0.4%, Comparing this finure to the rate of turn- 
over in Oklahoma City, it appears that the rate of turnover at 
that office is appreximately tyenty-five times as great an the 
notional averaca. 

With respect to reerultment, appellant again expressed an 
ppinion predleated upon his own observations while a Spoclal 


‘wont. His statement to Sonater Kefauver that reeruitment was 
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becoming increasingly difficult ig a fair observation, and 


appellant's Exhibit C is probative to demonstrate the accuracy 


of thot opinion, Appellant is advised that since his sevoranec 
from the Federal Bureau of Investigation, additional modificn- 
tions have oceurrad, specifically, that nov agent applicants 
are now required to aeree in writing to remain in the Bureau! s 
service for at least three yoars following their appointment. 
Such a change is highly sugpestive, not only of the diffieulty 
of reerulting new agents, but also of the difficulty of retaining 
anents in the field following thoir completion of tralninc. 
D, Appellant's Statement That Speelal Agent 

Gropp's Enthusiasm for His Work Should Be 

Meanured by the Fact That le Vas Not in the 

Office en Time Onee During tho Month of 

Decembox 1960 Was Mot a False and Misicading 

Statement 

The Ageney alleged (Charge 1-F) that this constituted 

a false and misleading statement. Apeney Exhibit 25 demon- 
strates that SAC Grapp was late arriving at his office fourtoon 
of twenty-one working days in that month, or tvo-thirds of the 
month, Of the twenty-six days SAC Grapp actually appeared in 
his office during the month of December 1960, the record reflocty 
that he orvived after the opening of the offiec on nineteen 


deys, The record further shows that on all but twe of the days 


LAW OFFICES 
WILLIAMS & STEIN 
1000 HILL BUILDING 
WASHINGTON 6, B.C. 


METROPOLITAN @-69¢68 


wD mo 
Agont Grapp roperted to his office, ha arrived after aight 

oteloek in the morning. The testimony of Acont [ ___eont'izmed ae 
the Fact that Agent Grapp was not in his office before eight 

otelock as a matter of course, and that from his carly appearance | 
apents inferred the existence of an wnusual happoning. 

While the appellant stated that Grapp was not in his 
offiee on time once, and the rocerd domonstrates that he was 
thore on tima fourteen out of tuenty-one days, this statement 
is hordly a basis for the drastic action taken against the 
appollont, The minor exaggeration contnined in appellant's 
letter is, when viewed against the backpround of the over-all 
treatment given to hin, clearly reasonable. 

—E. Appellant Neither Demonstrated a Lack of 

Loyalty or Respect, nor Did Ho Demonstrata 
an Affirmative Hootility Toward the Federal 
Bureau of Investication in His Communications 
With Members of Congress 

Tho Appoals Mxomining Office soneluded that oppollant's 
statements about tha Bureau wore motivated by rosontment of 
tha trentment received by him, While it ds true appellant mado 
the statements at a time when he objected to the action taken 
ogainst him by the Bureau, the fact renains that appellont had 


not made unfounded charges as indicated in the letter received 
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by him of February 13, 1961. Appellant was only too avare that 
this Pobruary 13 letter vas inaceurate and bottomed on orror, 
ond the fact that he conplaincd abowt the treatment given hin 
cannot, under these circumstances, bo construed as demonstrative 


of a lack of leyalty and respese. Prier to commumicating tith 


nombors of the Coneross, appellant was advised that there was 


no forum in which he could prasent his prievenceas, While he 

know thof fanquizy was incomplete, end the record shows it Pt. 
vas more Incomplete than even ha balieved, he was deprived of 

any opportunity whatsoever te remove this mark from his record. 
Appellant's conclusion was that statements not serving to sub- 
stantiate or further the image of perfection within the Federal 
Bureau of Investipation were toa ba branded as unfounded, Coin- 
eldentally, Me. Turner found] sid a mae 


situation, as[ sd erdtdeioms of the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation wero Likewise brandod unfounded] 
following the severanee of his connection with the Special Group 
on Organized Crima, found occasion to eriticiza the cooperation 
veceived by that group from the Faderal Burcau of Invastipation, 
Vollowine this eriticion, the Bureau branded the accusations as 
unfounded,«+ this despite the criminal proseeution by that group 


of numerous persons pracent at the netorlous Apalachin meating, 


| 


| 
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The grotp remains charactericed as a "super dupar Die’: Tracy 
outfit,’ as wan testified to by Mr. Da Loach (Tr. 471). [ 
ronains on enemy of the Federal Burcau of Investinntion 
as indicated by Iie. Mohe balov, 

Such roctsless doseriptions do nothing for the determina~ 
tion of appellant's leyalty ta the orraniuation for which he 
vorlwd, This mist be measured by other faeters none of which 
heve boon diseusced in this anse. Work porformmnea or compara- 
tive ageconplishnents in assipmmonts are certainly better factors 
on which work porformance can ba moacurad. 

Sipnifieantly, none of the charres of dicnisaal ara 
predicated upon dereliction of duty. ALL, hovaver, are ultimatel: 
pradieated upon appellant's rafusal to accept disciplinary action 
whieh was improperly taken acainst hin, Tho record chars ereater 
improprictias then even he wad ctrare of when he commenced his 
efforts to clear his none. 

WIGREPORE, appellant sospoetfully requests that the 
recommondation of the Appanis Ikominine Offlea be reversed ond 
that he be relnotated, 
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Seference is made $0 your appeal. fren tle detiaien, of the Cone 
aieeionts Appemls ixesining Giice sustaining, uncer nae 1s 
of the Veterans’ Preference Act, the action of the Direc 

Federej. Berean of Inveatigniion, removing it. Willion ¥ 

fron the position of = Agent, Gield, 9735 per eonae at 
Shoxville, Dumesece, effective July 19, 1961. 


in ite decision of december a0, 2961, tue dppeals Seauining wise 
found that the Federal boresu of Investigation bad complied vita 

the procedural requirements of the jaw anti reguinzions in effecting 
ies Tarver’s resoval., With respect to tae merite of ine case, a 
found that the evidence sustained specifications 20, 2), 12 and 1 

to support the charge of seking falec, untrue statements (Charge in 
and specification 3¢ to support Charge 9, dismissing toe reneiader 

of the charges and specifications. The Appeals fmmuining Office 
found, on the susteined chirges, thet tee removal action we warrant- 


i and for such cause £8 Would | the efficiency of the service 


withia the mening of Section 2) of the Veterans’ Preference Aci 
ani that the section wae not arbitrary, uaresaonable, or capricious. 


Tae Hoerd une tubly considered #2 tue record ia wr. Turner's case, — 
including tle evidence developed during the processing of the anitini 
appeal, tue testimony taken during the ora ee and tae repre+ 


sentations ande in behalf of icy Turner and ¢ tie ne oy in connection _ 
with the further appeal to Eelirde © AFL : YAS Sx 2y" BT! 


Your brief in support of Me. Turserts furtuer appes fiviente; tie a 
commideration uy the icsrd, the Sollowing quesisioas: te oes 


x Whether wtatenents contained in cofrespondence sent 
tie anuese by an employee of Ghee 
wetigetion can serve B& the | 
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basis of disciplinary action against thet employee. 


ii. ‘Whether there was aufficient evidence saduewd before 
‘ne Appeals Eieminer to mupport the Dimting teat the 
uppeliant Gemonatrated & lack of trutnfulness, aati 
yacy,; aud responaibility required of « federsd, dureaun 
oi investiguidon agent, awi the Tindiag that, tae 
eppeliant nad denoostruted & poor ettitule tovard the 
Federal Bureau af Investigations ent ite Director. 


thw vepresentations sade in relation to question If do not, in toe 
judgeent of the board, justify & gonchusion tat toere waa da~ 
aufficlent evidence t¢ support tue findings of the Appeals i 

Officae Ga review of ol) tae record, tie Board agrees with ‘thie 
enalysie of tae @vidence contained in the decision of the Appeaia 
kxentning uffice and vita its Singinga tort Charges 1 and & in tie 
eetiee of proposes Betion are Sustained by tue evisence.s 


den connection with queation * im your brief, you neker to > wee 32, 
section 652(a) af which praviaaa: 


fee vignt of perenne woployed in tie civil service of 
tie United dtetes, either individually or collectively, 
to petition Congress, oy uny bumter thereat, or to 
fuemisa informations te citoer dawie of ioagreme, or to 
any comalitee or member tlereof, shell sot be denied or 
inveriered witue 


you submit thet tae appellant oy vircue ot tae seternns® Freverenee - 
ott, Wee eiuileriy protected ona that toc ayeney's action in Bie case 
operates te deny to the appeljunt and interfere wite, ais right to 
petition aud to turniva information to members of Congreca 


Clearly Be. Turner, a8 6 pereon eeploywd in the Civil service of the 
United States, bad ao xignt to petition Congress ra acme fe ae 
t52(a). dowever, tae oerd dows not believe that tne -ougresa dn 

tended, in enactiug tile etatute, to ereute an ahedlute or usguelified 
cights ‘Tie wight given by tue atatote may be lost, we believe, af (2) 
tie eugloyee's conduct constituted an abuse of tie right and went 
beyond tae acope of permissible activity contemplated by tue Congress 
in enacting thie legislation, ani (2) thereby caused the agensy 1 

ate and substantial Sera. 


specizication at, 12, 18, aad iF in tie acvaence potion, thken togetaer, 
daucribe atatementa of tue appeliant whieh, i¢ tew, would ised te the 


vg Oe LN OG Be 3 ; oy s ze : 
y @ y ee 7 wee b : - tig ie hy 
eras oe . + ee wat a ‘ o t ~ a . " rf 
Ey i. - bs . . oe . 
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re ae 


ra 7 . . 3 * * 


‘eoneluaion that tue Feasral. Juresy of Investigation wus otavied witk : 
dishonest, irresponsible, and incompetent people, incipabla of carry- 


. dng oat the public trust aseignetd te it. If the statesents are untrwe, 


tne Gongreua is apt to be grossly deceived. Certainly, stetemente of 
this wind, if flee, are likely te iapalr toe efficiency of tue agency. 
Moreover, toe irresgousibility of the aggellant in muking such usjusti~ 
tind statenente weld render nin insapable of zerforning vestul and 
sificlent service for the agency in tht Futures ee 


Sh aamaly: 0 sie at Gk antaien bet ice acdeies Sones 
sponsible statements which either demonstrate the empleyes‘a uneulte~< 
temp die} continued eaployment in the agency or cue substantial —. 

20 Ala agency, deprives Aim of tee statutory protection of 5 Lit 
&2(4). Compequently, saving found syeeificavions 1¢, 10, 18, and iF 
substantiated, the ponrd eoneludes that ar. ical cantina: waa pot 

in violation ef baat statues — . ; 


Sid's ceteects can asiulia aviv tee Gad dua apap wane 
wits el) the procedural requirments of tie law and regulations in. 
effecting av. Dorner's removal, the doard mas affirned tae decision 
Oe Seen ee ee ee Reseeieny 0, 29 
For the commissionsre: — Se . 
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ie ase of #2'. Willing 4. Turner 
Bietrtbunton : 
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Memorandum 
TO : Mr. Callahan pare: October 10, 1962 
FROM =: C. R. Davidson ee 
. cae: vs 
suyect; WILLIAM W. TURNER Ded | 
FORMER SPECIAL AGENT 


LAW SUIT FOR REINSTATEMENT 


Turner filed a civil action 10-5-62 in the D. C. Federal District Court 
for reinstatement in his Special. Agent job and named as defendants the Director, 
Attorney General Kennedy, and the three members of the Civil Service Commission, 
John W. Macy,, Robert W. Hampton, Frederick J. Lawton. b6 
b7C 
A summons addressed to the Director was served on the late afternoon of 
10-9-62 at Washington Field Office and is attached as is.a copy of the complaint. The 
summons directs that an answer to the complaint be filed within 60 days. According to 
ASAC of the Washington Field Office copies of the summons have also been 


served on the Attorney General and on the Civil Service Commission. The signers of 
the complaint are es of Williams' firm. 

has represented Turner in his resort to administrative remedies; namely, appeal 
to the Civil Service Commission. That appeal failed. 


The complaint attaches a copy of the Bureau's letter of charges dated 
6-15-61 on the basis of which Turner was dismissed as a Special Agent effective 7-19-61. 
The complaint avers that the charges were substantially predicated upon statements 
Turner made in correspondence with members of Congress. (This is true). Complaint 
summarizes the results of Turner's resort to administrative remedies and quotes from 
the decision of the Board of Appeals and Review against Turner dated 8-17-62. 


The complaint then allie ges that Turner was unlawfully and improperly 
removed as a Special Agent becaus¢ ere was no proof of the charges leveled against 
him in Bulet 6-15-61 and (2) the decision to dismiss him was caused by his exercise 

of a lawful right to. direct letters to Congressmen and Senators requesting an inyestiga- 
tion of the personnel practices of the FBI. Complaint in support of the: ‘fatter poisit cites 
the statutory right of employees "in the civil service” to petition Congress. Alternatively 
the complaint cites the First Amendment to the Constitution as guaranteeing the.right 

of freedom of speech and the right to petition the Government for redress of grievances. 
Complaint claims Turner’ s rights in this ty have been \ been violated. _ oP 
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SENT DIRECTOR | 


Memorandum to Mr. Callahan 


RE: WILLIAM W. TURNER 
. LAW SUIT FOR REINSTATEMENT 


The Bureau's position as to Turner's two contentions has been as to 
(1) that the charges against. him were proved and as to. (2) that his privilege of 
petitioning for a redress of grievances was vitiated by the way in which he exercised 
it; namely, by his being so. critical and so irresponsible and inaccurate in his statements 
about the FBI that these statements amounted to malice and that his privilege did not 
extend so far as to enable him to make malicious statements with impunity. 


Complaint continues that it is the "plain and ministeral duty™ of the 
Director and the Attorney General to reinstate Turner. Further, that the action of the 
Civil Service Commissioners in upholding Turner's dismissal was unlawiul because 
they knew or should have known the FBI was following "improper and unlawful policies 
and personnel practices and procedures when it discharged plaintiff for having petitioned 
selected members of Congress” which petitions the Director allegedly arbitrarily 
asserted were false and demonstrated poor attitude. 


We have not yet heard from the Department on this matter ‘although it is 
understood that they were served before we were. Contact with them some weeks ago 
reflected that the usual course of events is for the Department to ask us and the Civil 
Service Commission for a report on the history of the case, giving us and the Com- 
mission a 30-day deadline. Tha, the Department studies the reports and frames the 
answer to the complaint so that it can be filed within the 60-day deadline. The. case is 
customarily assigned to an Assistant U. S. Attorney to handle, under supervision of the 
Department. 


Considerable work has already been done on the report which we 
anticipate the Department will soon request. 


RE COMMENDATION: 


None, for information and record. You will be advised of further 
developments. 
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1. This action astees wader the fallaving statutes: 
3-U.S.C, § O63; 5 G.S.C. § 6525 5 THC. § 291; 5 0.5.0. § 300; 
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2% 0.3.0, $ 1391; and 28 U.S.C. § 2201. 

2. Plaintiff is « eittzes of the United States and 
a resident of the State of California. 

3. ndurt ‘Rebert ¥. Kennedy is the duly 
appointed, eating, and qualified Attorney Generel of the United 
States and is the officer charged by lew with the aduinistration 
of Lens and ragaletions of the Dapertaant of Justice relating 
te the exploywent of civilian employees under the jurisdietton 
of the Federal Bureau of Inve: ty sation and as auch is one of the 
officials of the United States authorized to direct and order 
the plaintiff's reateration te duty upon the order of this Court. 

4, The d yfondent Joba Edgar Hoover 1s the duly 

{, acting, and qualified Director of the Federal Burson 
 @ bureas within the Depsrtaunt of Justice, ant | 
siuintstre ave snd eqishione valeting So the aoplapmat of 
exployees wider the jurisdiction of the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation and as wach 1s one of the officials of the United 
States cuthortned to direct and order the 
te éuty ugen the order of this Coants 

| 5. The defendant Joba ¥, Huey is the duly appointed, 
scting, oni quelified Chaimasn of the Ualted States Civil Secvies 


su-talled Civil Servies Acts and the Veterans Preferonca Aat, 


and various execative orders anf regulations relating to the 
retention of atvilten personal in the goverment services of 
the Usited Statas, nd eid defentant is sued in that eapectty 
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oe 
Lawton are the remaining menbers of the Civil Service Comission 
and as such participate in the adudaistration of those Laws 


| desertbed in paragraph 3 above. Reeh is sued in his capacity 


as a Civil Service Commisaloner only. 

7, On June 15, 1961 plaintiff vaw an employee of the 
Federal Duress of investigation with Vaterans Preference rights 
unier section 14 of the Veterene Preference Act, 5 U.3.C. $863, 
. was employed in the capacity of a Spactal Agent, 
stationed at Xmmaville, Teaneeves, 

8, On or ebout Juno 15, 1961, plaintiff received a. 
letter from the defendant Director of the Federal Buren of 
lavastigation, John Edgar Hoover, informing plaintifé that the 
@ureen contenplated dioalesing hie frome his position es a 
Special Agent, effective at the clove of business thirty days 
following the receipt of seid letter of ums 15. 4 copy of sald 
ec removal ie sonesed hereto es Exhibit 4, The 


letter of peep Bz 


| charges were substantlally predicated upon stetenents made by 


plaintifé ta cor respondence with manbers of Congress, 

2. [aaa ansvered the charges set 
forth im sald letter of removal and by letter dated July 5, 1961 
plaintifé was edvised by dafendent Joba Edger Roover that the 
Suxcewt was ‘effecting plaintiffs resoval fros employment ans « 
Special Agent, as of the close of business on July 19, 196k, By 
virees of this antion platatif® hee bean forced so remain separ 
at the prasent 
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ohn 
1G. Pisintiff, « veteran, thereupon promptly and 
timely appealed bis dismissal to the Civil Services Commission 
for relief pursuant te section 14 of the Veterans Preferance 
act (5 U.S.C. § 863}, On or about August 17, 1962 the aald 
Commission sustained plaintiff's resoval on tye of the four 
charges serving os the basis for hts dieulssal, The Com saion 
ere that plaiatifé did Rot joasess the 
fulness, accuracy and sasponsthi ity required of a Special 
wes that abi alleging chat plataeiee Jenonstratad 
attitude toward the Paderal bureau of investigation and ite 
rector. Allegations that the platagt fe wes ot amenable to 
discipline end that plaintiff was unable or umetlling to protect 
the security of confidential information, aad that. he constituted 
ie security risk, vere dimtssed, 
=. tn rejecting plaintiff's contention that his 
predicate for his renoval, the Civil Service Comission atated, 
in pert, thet the plaintiff: 


| . Guetem wis ag pate, Poereag = 2) 2 Taereby cncned the 
eee ees - sgency iemediate ioe substantial 
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ee wapeetfieation 1C, 1D, 12, snd i: the advance 
METROPOLITAN & -6866 neties, taken é as together, Gaecriba stetenanta of the 
. i a aia cee ras 
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& Best copy available 3 
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thet the Federal Sureau of investigation waa staffed 
with dishonast, irresponsible, woud —— people, 


act to be aceils ania Cert , Statements 

this mgr af false, axe itkely te a inpais the effi~. 
eiemey of the agency, ioreover, the irresponsibility 
of the sppelient in inking such unjustified statenanta 
siticlent service for the sgeaty in the futare, 


“In summary, Wa are of the opinion that the writing 
af false and. irzespoasible statements which either 


of "5 Ose BAZ. Cansaqsanely, havieg freed sponift mi apecif- 
cations IC, 15, 15, and If sabstentiated, the 
flea of that s i vet wae sats in viola- 
12, Platntige asserts pore ers walewfally and 
improperly resoved from his position aa Sgecial Agent of the 
Federal auress of Tavestigation, as there was my proof of the 
charges’ preferred againet hia im that letter cated June 15, 1961 
(oxibit 4). < ~ 2. 
13, Platatiff asserta further thet he was unlawfully 
aad iaproperly removed from his position without sufficient 
grounds and contrary to Title 5 U.S.C, 5 863, by virtue of a 
deterzination made by his superiors te romeve plaintige trou 
mt service solely because be oxereivad his lewful Eight 
of directing Letters ts aslected | congrosanen ex! senators 
wequesting aa tuvestigation of personnel practices within the 
| Federal. Durant af Investigation, particularly insofar as saeh 
practices related to the platatife. 
wuss 6 Sra la Plaintife further aaserts that the procedures 


siaeevie whereby be wae removed fron his position, both these of the 
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Depertment of Justice ant these of the Civil Service Comntesion, 
plaintiff's resulting discharge from the serviee of the govern 
nent were violative of Title 5 0.8.0, § 652(4), which states: 


theresf, shall ack be dented or interfered with.” 

15. Alternatively plaintiff secerte that § 692(4) of 

Title 5 5.5.0. as on tee i and applied by defend 8 to | 
plaintiff's reuovel fron goverment service constitutes « 
Violation of his rights under the First Jmendment to the 


‘Constitution vhich gusrantess the right of freedom of specch 


sui the right to petition the goverment for 4 redress of 
grievances, ee 
| ‘1b Platntttf further semerts that 5 0.3.0. § 863 as 


coustruad and applied hy defemdaits te plaintiff's resoval 


fro goveranant service for having petitioned ambera of Congres 
constitutes a violation of his rights under the First 
lasndment to the Constitution which guarantees the right of 
fronton of speech ond the sighe te petition the gwvecmant for 
# redrene of geievences. 

17. The datentatate Robert ¥. Kennedy ond Joba Léger 
Hoover have failed te restore plaintif€ to his position as . 
Special Agent in the Federal Buseen of investigation ant have a 
on the bases of the afforensntionad ‘wnjust deetatoas of the 
éefandaot Jon Riger Neover and the Civil Service Comiseten 


@ Best copy available S 


| oe 
ated amd eontiaue to prevent the plaintiff from perforating 
his duties im the goverment sarvice aud from retaining his 
pasition and rights as such en exployee, and heve deprived 
plaintiff of his eslary since the date of bis discharge to the 
present tine; and it ts the plain and ministerial duty of the 
| éafendants Hobart F, ‘Reanedy and John Sdyar Hoover te reinstate 
pleinti€f to his former position vith the Federal Bureau of 
Levastigatic - of te date on which plaintiff was wrongfully 
8. The action of the Civit Servien Comission, and 
more | purtientnety the dafendants Joba MW. Many, Robert K, Hampton 
ond Frederiek J, Lawton, tm ugholding the plaintiff‘s semoval 
from his enpluyment was unlawful, improper, end arbitrary, and 
without reason, as they, acting as the Civil Service Comission, 
well inew or should have Iniown thet the Yederel Duress of 
Investigation was following improper and wunlesful polietes and 
onnel practices and prs reduces whan tt dlacharged plaintift 
for having yatitionsd selected members of the Congress, which 
petitions the defendant Joba Sdgar Roower untlatera 
and axbitrerily escarted wore false and untrue and denonsteative 
of a poor attitude toward the Federal Bureau of Investigation — | 
and ita Director, the defendant Joba Rdgar Hoovar. the action 
of the Civil Sarvice Countssion wes erronesua end unlawful in 
ae it specifically held that there was suffictont evidence a 
vow ornecs wustain charges 1 and 3 0 sat forth in the letter deted June 15, 
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womens | 262 (auabit A); and in holding that by virtue of the statement 
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£ in Bis. petitioning letters to the selected 
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wB~ 
Congress he was not eutitied te ths statutory 
protection of 5 U,5.C. § 652(d) of to the protection of the 
ment te the Constitution. — 


tution of this action 


be fixing, declaring, and determining his rights as an 
[employee of the United States, ordering thet the plaintiff is 
@ntitied to be zeiaetated te the gosttion foun whitch ba wes 
|| taegatly zenoved. 

(2) Thet « mandatory thjunction izous dizected te 
the defendants Robert 7. Kennedy end John Sdgar Hoover to restere 
the plaintl£€ to hie rightful position from which he wes wrong~ 
Eutly and tilagelty sonened os af the dete of his renewal, 
July 19, 1961. 

gs Yor such other and further relief ex to the 
Come sy een Suet ond peeper. 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 


Washington 25, D.C. 
June 15, 1961 
PERSONAL 


Mr. Williem W. Turner 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 
Knoxville, Tennessee 


Dear Mr. Turner: 


This is to inform you that the Bureau contemplates 
diamissing you from your position as a Special Agent in the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, effective at the close of 
business thirty calendar days following your receipt of this 
letter and exclusive of the date of its receipt by you. 


The reasons for this proposed action are as follows: 


1. You have repeatedly demonstrated by untrue or 
unjustified statements you have made that you do not possess 
the truthfulness, accuracy, and responsibility required of a 
Special Agent of the FBI, who must factually report the results 
of official investigations and cannot make assertions which he 
knows to be untrue or report as factual information which he does 
net definitely know te be true. 


The following statements which you have made ere untrue 
and you either deliberately made them knowing them to be false, 
or you made then without first having ascertained whether or not 
they were trues 


A. In a letter to Senator Estes Kefauver dated April 30, 1961,. 
you alleged that because of your request for a transfer from the 
Oklahoma City Division of this Bureau, retaliation was taken 
against you. This statement is false and you had been previously 


Ne 7 @ 


Me. William WwW. 


advised of the reasons fort.all disciplinary action teken against 
you. On December 27, 1960, you were censured and placed on 
probation, at which time you vere advised in writing that the 
action was based on your entirely unsatisfactory attitude, the 
dissatisfaetion you had expressed concerning your office of 
assignment andthe fect. that you apparently were placing your 
personal preferences and conveniences above the welfare and 

needs of the FBI, Your unsatisfactory attitude, referred to in 
the letter to you dated December 27, 1960, was evidenced by the 
following: On the first day you worked in the Oklahoma City 
‘Division you let it be known that you did not like Oklahoma City. 
Your facial expressions, mennerism and talk led your Special 
Agent. in Charge to believe that you were sulking and pouting 
because of your assignment. On November 28, 1960, your Special 
Agent in Charge talked to you ebout your attitude advising you 
that no FBI employee could eatisfactorily perform his duties by 
sulking, pouting or acting like a spoiled child, You replied 
that you would do your work but you did not like working in 
Oklehbome. You further commented during the interview of November 
28, 1960, that you wanted to be assigned to the large offices in 
the large cities where there was more night life and activity. 

On December 8, 1960, your Special Agent in Charge again talked to 
you as your attitude did not appear to be getting any better. 

The Special Agent in Charge doubted whether you should be utilized 
for certain interviews because of your apparent outward dislike 
for the area. At that time you informed the Special Agent in 
Charge that you still disliked Oklahoma, did not like to be in 
that rural avea and that you would never tell the people of Oklahoma 
that you liked it there as you did not. In subsequent disciplinary 
action you were also advised of the reasons therefor and none of 
the disciplinary action taken against you was based on your request 


for a transfer. 


8. In the same letter you alleged that soon after reporting 
to Oklahoma City Division on October 10, 1960, you were assignad 
to a permanent. road trip covering four eeunties remote from 
Oklahoma City which action appeared to you to negate the express 
purpose for which you had been transferred to that division; 
namely, use of certain technical qualifications you possessed. 
The eceunties in which you ware assigned investigative duties are 
not remote from Oklahoma City and previous experience with a 
predecessor in that sane territory had demonstrated that he was 
able to perform hia duties on that road trip assignment end also 


Me. William W. Turner 


satisfactorily fulfill his responsibilities as a technically 
qualified Special Agent. 


C. You claimed in the same letter that Inspector| 
wes obviously sent to Oklahoma City to diseredit you 

rather than conduct an impartial investigation into certain 
complaints and objections you had made. This statement is 
false, You could not possibly have known the motive and reasons 
for instructing Inspecto to proceed to Oklahoma City to 
make the inquiry to which you referred. He had no mission te 
diseredit you and your statement that he did was irresponsible 
and completely unjustified. His mission was to obtain the facts 
impartially concerning the complaints and objections that you 
had made. 


. D, In the same letter you alleged that a memorandum prepared 
by Speeial Agent in Charge Wesley G. Grapp of the Oklahoma City 
Divisdon dated January 31, 1961, and relating to your work 
performance, 1s now missing from file. This statement is untrue, 
es the memorandum in question is in the Bureau's files and has 
never been missing, 


EB. In the same letter you stated that morale in the FBI was 
at an all-time low and that as a result it has been inereasingly 
diffieult to recruit qualified new agents because competent men 
refuse to work under these conditions, You alleged further that 
Special Agent qualifications hed been lowered so that clerks are 
now filling the new agents’ training classes end that many new 
agents quit after their firat few daya in a field offiee. These 
statements are inaccurate, contrary to fact and clearly reflect 
your irresponsibility. Regerding the above-mentioned charges, 
any difficulty éxperienced in obtaining new Speelal Agents in the 
FBI is due to the high standards and qualifications upon which | 


this Bureau insists and not due to poor morale as you have alleged. 


The FBI receives numerous applications from persons desiring to 
become Special Agents but only a small percentage of these are 


appointed because most. do not meet the rigid requirements. Regard- 


ing your assertion that clerical employees are filling. the new 
agents! training classes, FGI records show that since July 13, 


1959, of the 349 new agents who entered new agents" training classes, 
only 61 were former clerical employees, and these were all required 


to meet the Bureau's standards, Regarding your claim that many 


new Special Agents quit after a few days in a field office, Bureau 


es, 
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Mr, Williem W. Turner 


records reflect that of the Special Agents who have entered on 
duty sinee July 1, 1958, only 2.7% resigned voluntarily during 
their firat six months of service. It 1s recognized that you 
did not ‘have these statistics available at the time you made 
these statements in your letter of April 30, 1961, but the fact 
that you did make such statements when you could not have been 
in pessession of the facts is a further indication of your lack 
of the dependability and responsibility a Special Agent of thi 
Bureau must possess. . 


KF, In e letter to Congressman Bnatwel Celler, May 21, 1961, 
you said that an index to Mr, Grapp's enthusiasm for his assign- 
ment at Oklahoma City was that ". . . . he was not in the office 
on time once during the month of December, 1960, which apeaks 
for itself." This statement is false and misleading. Mr. Grapp 
took annual leave on 14 of the 21 workdays during that month 
begining at the start of business. On the other 7 workdays he 
was on duty on or before the beginning of the workday. The leave 
which he took was for personal reasons due to a family hardship. 
He took no extended leave in 1960 except for four days to assist 
in femily responsibilities, He forfeited annual leave at the end 
of the year through nonuse, 


2. You are net amenable to discipline as evideneed by 
your protests made in connection with administrative action 
taken in your case, it being noted: 


A. On December 27, 1960, you were censured and placed on 
probation in cennection with a special administrative-type 
performance rating dated December 15, 1960, and covering tha 
period from October 10, 1960, to December 14, 1960, on which you 
received an adjective rating of Satisfactory with an unsatisfactory 
rating on the item of attitude. Your Special Agent in Charge, 
Wesley G. Grapp, commented in connection with the unsatisfactory 
rating on attitude that you were lacking in enthusiasm for your 
assignment at Oklehoma City and sinee your arrival there you had 
vary plainly made it known that you did not Like Oklahoma, Although 
your apparent attitude was the subject of conversation with you 
on Rovember 28, 1960, December 8, 1960, and again on December 14, 
1960, you did not show the required improvement and your Special 
Agent in Charge stated that he questioned whether you could be 
utilized on certain interviews because of your apparent outward 
dislike for the area. On December 27, 1960, in censuring you end 


ae 
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placing you on probation it was pointed out that you apparently 
had placed your personal preferences and conveniences above the 
welfare and needs of the FBI and. your conduct in this matter was 
definitely not in keeping with the standards expected of Special 
Agents of the FBI, ese 


B. By letter of January 4, 1961, you protested the special 
performance rating, «8 well as the action taken censuring you 
and placing you on probation, stating that the wrong conclusions 
were drawn from the available facts, On January 11, 1961, you 
stated that you wished to appeal both the unsatisfactory rating 
on attitude as well as the adjective rating of Satisfactory, both 
of whieh, you claimed, entirely disagreed with the facts. On 
January 27, 1961, you submitted materiel allegedly supporting | 
your contention that the performance rating was unfair and upon 
reeelpt of your commmicati agpector in Charge of the 
Inspection Section, was ordered to proceed to pS 
Oklahoma City to look Into this situation, ee 


OF 


C, Inspector [_] made an inquiry from February 1, 1961, 
to February 4, 1961, and coneluded that the action previously 
taken in your case was warranted. During the inquiry you made a 
mmber of serious allegetions involving the Special Agent tn 
Charge. Findings of Inspector disclosed that your charges 
were unfounded and on February 13, 1961, you were advised of this 
determination. You were infermed that your juigment in making 
' guch unfounded complaints was inexcusable and raised a serious 
question regarding your competence to serve as a Special Agent. 
You were advised thet you were being suspended without pay for 
30 days and continued on probation. 


3, Subsequent to your arrival on assignment in the 
Oklahoma City Division Getober 10, 1960, you have shown a poor 
attitude toward the FBI and its Director. 


A. Although you agreed in writing as a condition to your 
entry on duty in the FBI that you would be available for assign-~- 
ment enywhere in the continental or territorial United States, 
and the performance rating report submitted on you on December 15, 
1960, which you reviewed and initialed, indicated that you were 
completely available fer any general or special assignment wherever 
the needs of the service required, you demonstrated an umvholasome 
attitude regarding your assignment at Oklahoma City. 
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B. An attitude of disrespect for authority was shown by 
your allegation that en FAI Inspector was sent to Oklahoma 
City obviously on a mission to diseredit you rather than to 
conduct an impartial investigation. As previously stated. . 
above, you could not possibly have known the motive and reasons 
in sending the Inspector to Oklahoma City on the occasion to 
which you referred, 


¢, A lack of loyalty and respect for the organization by 
which you are employed ~- indeed, an affirmative hostility -- 
is illustrated by the statement in your letter be Senator 


Kefauver dated April 30, 1961, that _vou find vourge n rather 
distinguished company, referring wo tti(‘C:;C;O!O;~*r formar 
Special Assistant to the Attorney Genera mo had atated to 


the Chicago press and on television and radio that this Bureau 

is outmoded and was uncooperative to 4 special group aoe 
organized crime. You further referred in yo t 

fact thet I had informed all FBI agents thet 

allegations were unfounded and you expressed the conclusion that 

it would appear that I hold any statement not serving to perpetuate 


“the Eoover_myth" az therefore an “unfounded allegation," 
Regarding eriticiams to which you referred, the 
FBI te the Special Group on Organized Crime complete 
eooperation that was proper and consistent with our jurisdiction. 
In thia instance you were impertinent, tmmature, indiecreet and 
emply demonstrated the undesirability of continuing you as a 
Special Agent of this Bureau. 


D. Your refusal to accept administrative deciaions when 
they do not coincide with your personal preferencea, a trait 
first noted in 1953 when it was necessary to censure you, has 
now assumed such proportions as to make you a disruptive influence. 
The 1953 matter arose when you told a Bureau official while at. 
the Seat of Government for training that you had done no eriainal 
or security invastigative work except for two weeks in April, 
1951, had never written a report covering a criminal or seeurlty 
investigation, and would like to be assigned to eriminal and | 
security work to gain experience, It was determined that you | 
had furnished false and misleading information concerning your . 

: previous experience, in thet you had written «4. number of reports. 
covering criminal investigative work performed by you and had 

done eriminal investigative work subsequent to April, 1951. You 
were censured by letter June 29, 1953, and advised that yo would 


ty 
& 
feat 
§ 


b7c © 


“> 
a @ 7 
. 


Me. William W. Turner 


be expected to be more accurate in any future statements and 
not try to secure assigmaents on the basis of personal prefer- 
ences, Your recent and repeated protests to various officials, 
personally and through your feather, for the most part relterating 
the same unfounded complaints and ineluding inaccurate allegations, 
ell require and receive careful consideration at Bureau head- 
quarters, where they create an undue administrative burdan. for 
example, such communications were directed by your father to 
certain officials on February 21, 1961 (two), February 22, 1961, 
February 23, 1961, and April 6, 1961. All of these communications 
were referred to this Bureau. In addition, your father on May 29, 
1961, directed commmications te this Bureau and to the Attorney 
General which alao required attention; on May 24, 1961, you wrote | 
the Attorney General, and under dates of April 3, 1961, April 30, | 
1961, and May 21, 1961, you sent letters to other public officials | 
protesting the action taken in your case. These communications | 
also were referred to this Bureau for consideration. Between you 
and your father, you have gone beyond a reasonable exercise of 
the right te petition outside officials, 


Your attitude as evinced in the above-cited instances 
is so unvholesome from a morale standpoint that to continue you 
in our service would be most adverse to its best interests. The 
Bureau no longer considers you a loyal employee to whom it can 
confidently entrust the work of a Special Agent, and you have, 
therefore, lost your usefulness to the FBI. 


4. In letters to Senator Jacob K. Javits dated April 3, 

1961, to Senator Estes Kefauver dated April 30, 1961, and ta 
semen Smemuel Celler dated May 21, 1961, you made unauthorized 

diselosuras of information regarding « highly gas Loans ey and 
highly secret investigation involving_th ernal security of the . . 
United States in which Special Agent. of this BS 
Bureau perticipated, The case to which you referred in your letters lea 
was at the time of your letters, and still is, a highly sensitive . 
investigative —— and you had no authorization to make such 
diaclosuresa to arryone. 


These Gactinetael diselosures clearly indicate that 
you are unable or unwilling to protect the security of confidential 
information which comes into your possession and in view of this, 
you constitute ea serious security risk as long as you are an FBI 
employee and as such have access to confidential and reatricted 
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information. Consequently, you are not qualified to continue 
in the service end your continued FBI employment would seriously 
endanger, because of your lack of good judgment, discretion and 
reliability, the proper and efficient functioning of the FBI and 
the welfare of the Nation. 


~ This advance written notice is being given you in 
aceordanee with the provisions of Section 14 of the Veterans‘ 
Preference Act of 1944. You may submit an answer personally, and 
in writing, and furnish affidavits in support of your answer, If 
you wish to answer personally as well as in writing, you may nake 
such personal answer either to your Special Agent in Charge or 
{£ you prefer, to Assistant to the Direetor John P. Mokr at 
Washington, D. C. You will have ten calendar days following your 
receipt of this communication in which to submit your answer. 
Upon receipt of the anawer and review of it at the Bureau, or in 
the absence of any ansver from you, you will be advised of the 
final decision regarding your proposed dismissal. 


On the basis of the same charges set out above, it has 
been decided to also suspend you without pay, since your retention 
in active duty status during the period of notice of proposed dis- 
missel is considered contrary to the best intereats of the 
Government, and there is no other suitable assignment available 
where this condition would not exist. The suspension will begin 
at the beginning of business on the second workday following the 
date of your receipt of this letter. This suspension will continue 
for thirty calendar days or until the effective date of the action 
which is finally taken in this case, whichever occurs first, 


Very truly yours, 
(signed) J. Edgar Hoover 


John Edgar Hoover | | 
Director © + : 
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TO : DIRECTOR, FBI (100-4%38089) 
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Reference is made to San Francisco teletypp and 
airtel to the Bureau dated 10/26/62. 


The artel enclosed a copy of the tape of the broad-~- 
east concerhing the interview with Former Special Agent 
WILLIAM W. WURNER. 


Enclosed herewith for the Bureau's information is 
a transcript of this tape, which was obtained from Radio 
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REPORT OF FORMER AGENT TURNER 


William W. Turner interviewed , es |; eres at 
PACIFICA RADIO STATION KPFA(FM), Berkeley, Calif, 


October 1962 
William W. Turner is a former FBI official whose services were terminated by 
that Bureau after ten and a half years, He responded by filing suit against the FBI 
in the United States District Court, Washington, D.C. on October 5, 1962. Mr. 
Turner had served in five different field offices as special agent, as an assistant 
supervisor and as an inspector's aide. He was engaged in nearly every branch of 
work done by this organization--espionage, security, applicant cases, crime, and 
sound, including wire tapping. He has just completed a book describing his exper- 
iences. Mr, Turner was educated at Canisius College and trained at FBI schools 
in Washington, D.C. and Quantico, Virginia, He served during the war in the 
United States Navy. 


The se interview was conducted in KPFA's studios | 


an who asks the first question, 


[ Mr. Tarnex,[| __lhae told our reporters in New York 
that you have been discharged from the Federal Bureau of Investigation for writeing 
letters to Congressmen that were critical of the Internal Bureau operations. Is this 
the case, and can you tell us something about how this came about? 


WILLIAM W, TURNER: This is the case. I was an agent in the FBI for ten and a 
half years at the time that I was dismissed, 


Sansa During that time, insofar as you are aware, you not 
only were an employee, but an accepted and satisfactory employee, could we clear 
that up right now? 


TURNER: I think that we can. Yes, I think that my performance ratings will bear 
out the fact that I was considered an excellent employee during that time. 


faa What was your, what do we call it, rate, or job description at the time 
that you left the Bureau? 


TURNER: I was a special agaent in a government grade, grade 12. 


Now you said that you were discharged for writing letters to Congress- 
men, I don't suppose that that was the only charge that the FBI mentioned in dismiss~ 


ing you, was it? 


TURNER: There were four specific-charges in support of seven pages of specifica-~ 
tions. It was quite a bulky document, 


[ It included a lot of other things besides writing letters to Congressmen? 


TURNER: Well, it included certain specific statements I had made in the letters to 
Congress, and this predominantly formed the basis. There were one or two other 
issues which came up, and these were later dismissed by the Civil Service Commis- 
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sion, 
Dene How did it happen to go in front of the Ci vil Service Commission sae 
in the first place? 


TURNER: Well, as you know, the FBI is not under Civil Service as far as matters 

of this type are concerned, However, being a beteran of World War II, the Veteran's 
Preferance Act of 1944 is applicable to Bureau activities, and it states that in the 
event of suspension without pay for over 30 days or in the event of a dismissal 

that the Civil Service Commission then has authority to review the matter. 


Did they review it? 


TURNER: Yes, they did, 


[ What was their determination? 


TURNER: Their determination--I might add there was a hearing in Washington, D, 
C, and the hearing lasted approximately four days, There is a transcript of perhaps 
800 pages of testimony by those present and in affidavit form by others who were 
not present, and as a result of the hearing two of the four charges of the Bureau 
were dismissed, There were 14 specifications, Nine were dismissed. Now of the 

5 specifications which are left, all of them are based on statements that I made in 
private correspondence to members of Congress. 


a So that it was not the fact that you wrote the letter to a Congressman, 
ut the fact that you said certain things about the Bureau, 


TURNER: This is correct. 
[| Now could you tell us what the four charges were? 


TURNER: I would be able to do that. Number 1, the charge that I was not.amenable 
to discipline, 2, The charge that I had a poor attitude towards the Director and the 
FBI based on statements that I had made in these letters to Congress. Also, they 
claimed that I was a security risk. Now by this, they later backtracked a little on 
this and claimed, well they didn't mean that I was disloyal to the government or 
anything, but I had made statements which they thought were irresponsible and 
therefore they didn't think I should be entrusted further with all the confidential 
information that an agent should have. The fourth charge that the Bureau used-- 
what it was-~-that I had made statements which were either untrue or unjustified , 
not accurate, and what these referred to specifically, if I recall--one referred to 
about the morale of the agents being low. Well, of course this was made by reason 
of first hand knowledge on my part. I was part of the agent corps for almost eleven 
years. The Bureau refuted it with a statistic purporting to show a low turnover rate 
and some statements by Bureau officials that morale was high, This is an example 
of what was classified as an untruthful or inaccurate statement. Of course, the 
funny part about it all is that after ten years of being entirely truthful and entirely 
accurate, as soon as I made certain statements which were critical of the Bureau 
and certain of its policies, all of a sudden I lost this truthfulness and accuracy. 
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The timing on it is, I think, rather significant, 


: bé6é 
Vi [|__|] ¥ew are these four charges, are they the basis for the legal action nae 
in which you are involved at the moment? 


TURNER: The basis for the legal action--of course as I said, two of the four were 
thrown out by the Civil Service Commission~-the basis of the legal action is the 
vemaining two, all of which are based on private: correspondence to Congress, and 
the fact that such correspondence is recognized under the First Amendment to be 
privileged, I might explain that by saying that under the First Amendment any 
constituent or a government employee is permitted, in fact has the right, to commu- 
nicate with Congress expressing a grievance or passing on information without 
redress, and this is even more specifically brought out in title 5 of the U.S, Code, 
Section 652 which specifically states the right of persons employed in the. Civil 
Service of the United States, either individually or collectively to petition Congress 
or any member thereof, or to furnish information to either house of Congress or to 
any Committee or member thereof shall not be denied or interfered with, Well, 
obviously, we feel pretty strongly that the FBI should be no exception to this and 
that Congress is the legislative body which is responsiblefor how government 
agencies carry out their internal functions, operations and responsibilities, 

One of the channels which the founding fathers of this Republic opened up to ascer- 
tain or make sure that Congress did receive information as to the functioning of 
government agencies is this channel of communication between constituents and 
government employees, protected so that Congress can learn what is going on inside 
these agencies, 


os 


Lee Mr. Turner, did the FBI, however, as a Bureau have any rule, an internal 
rule of any kind, that directed agents not to communicate with Congressmen on the 
basis of complaints or ciriticisms of theBureau's operations ? 


TURNER: No, There was no such regulation, 


So that, then, you did not violaté even an internal regulation, irrespective 
of how this relates to-~-- ‘ 


TURNER: No, there is no argument on that at all. 


Sere! You have now filed a suit in the United States District Court of the 

istrict of Columbia and that suit is primarily for the purpose of having these 
charo:sdropped, and you wish to be reinstated as an FBI agent. , 
TURNER: Thatis correct. That is what the complaint is for, 


[ana that case has not been heard? 


TURNER: No, It was filed on October 5, and the FBI has a certain period of time 
in which which to respond to it, 


was of the opinion in the interviews that I mentioned to you 
a while ago with our New York reporters that it was not possible to criticize the 


° eo | 
FBI while you were a member thereof, but as I get from you, you in fact were 
critical while you were a member. 


TURNER: Yes, I poked the tiger from inside the cage, so to speak, There, of 
scarse ead referring to about prohibitions against internal criticism 


is of course an internal policy within the organization which has developed over the 
years and not any statutory regulation inside the organization. 
bé - 


pascal I would like you, if you would, Mr. Turner, to tell us a little about your 
: ; : b7c 
work as a sound man, You mentioned this, and you have also written a paper, I 


understand, about this, and perhaps you could talk about this for a few minutes, 


TURNER: As you know, _—_it's a recognized fact that the FBI does have 
wire taps in existence, They are approved by the attorney general, and they are 
used as stated in appropriations testimony in cases involving internal security of 
the country; also in cases where a life may be in Jeopardy, such as extortion or 
kidnapping cases where there is a victim in the hands of the criminal. In these 
cases where these wire taps are in, and Mr. Hoover always in his appropriations 
testimony mentions the specific number that are in throughout the country at any 
one time, of course it takes technically qualified and trained people to install and 
maintain them and this is one of the duties which I had as a special agent, 


How do you go about doing that? 


TURNER: Well, as far as the wire tap is concerned, there is a very comprehensive 
volume available on it called, "The Havesdroppers,"' published by an attorney in 
Philadelphia, and I don't suspect that the way we do it is much different from the 

way any police department or anyone else would do it, Wire taps are a question of 
bridging a pair of wires which belong to the telephone subscriber and then linking 
them up with your own wire and listening in so that it is a fairly simple and straight- 
forward technical problem, 


| Pe Is it usually done with the cooperation of the telephone company, or 
can they be completely ignored in the process? 


TURNER: It can be done either way. Of course it's easier with the telephone 
company cooperation, but, it could be done without it. 


era of course there are many other more sophisticated ways of eaves- 
ropping than wiretapping. 


TURNER: Well, this is true. Wiretapping is actually -- 


[| Pretty archaic by now, 


TURNER: Not archaic, but it's a narrower application of broad eavesdropping 
situations which could encompass anything from listening through a keyhole to, 
I guess they call them on the detective thrillers, bugs, and this kind of thing, 


[ How are the wiretapping activities of the FBI controlled, Does each tap 
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have to be approved by Washington, or do you as an agent instigate a tap on a sus- 
pect, either a criminal suspect or someone you are surveilling as a possible kid- 


napper or a security risk? What happens? 


TURNER: Well, they are approved by Washington, 


[ All taps are approved by Washington? 


TURNER: Yes, right. 


Before you institute them, or afterwards? Would you wait? Because 
there seems to be some contradiction here between-- 


TURNER: Well, it could be a question of picking up the phone if there was a drastic 
time element involved. 


[ But you would wait for an 0,k,? 


TURNER: Yes, right. 


And so, that then in effect Mr. Hoover's report on the number of taps that 
exist at any given time is in your opinion quite accurate, 


TURNER: I would say it's fairly accurate, speaking from my own--I haven't been in 
every office in every part of the country under all conditions, but from my own 


experience it's accurate, 


Well, in our previous conversation I was very interested in some of 
what you had to say about the criminal investigation~-things like breaking seals on 
a railway car, in other words, the jurisdiction as between the FBI and the local 
authorities, 


TURNER: Yes, What was your specific point there? 


Well, you seem to feel that it was, well not exactly a waste of time, 
perhaps, but that many of these things didn't properly belong in this area. 


I think, the point that you made relative to this was vis-a-vis the 
Bureau's record against large organized crime. 


[| The whole criminal side of the FBI. 


TURNER: Right. I think that one of the things that does frustrate the agents quite 

a bit is the fact that they haven't been given free rein to go against the top hoodlums 
and‘the big boys in crime, It's been more a less a situation where their efforts are 
channelled into accumulating quantitatively a large number of statistics, while 
obviously when you get into a situation like this your approach isn't always objective. 
You're out there to get a conviction and it's obviously much easier to get one of some 
alcoholic that breaks the seal on a railway car, who after all is more or less a local 
problem, a skid row inhabitant, or perhaps some indigent car thief that wanders 
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across a state line and you have the technicality there of arresting him just he- 
cause he wandered across the state line which may be no more than a couple of 
miles away. These people usually can't afford attorneys when they're caught, They 
usually figure, well, the FBI's got me, and they invariably plead guilty~-with few 
exceptions, 


But, Mr. Turner, aren't you citing in these two instances, the exception. 
It seems to me that you might be giving a slightly distorted picture of the activities 
of the Bureau in working on criminal cases. 


TURNER: I'm not entirely citing exceptions. No, I would say that a large portion 
of the totals which are presented as conviction statistics, that a very significant 
portion of them amount to more than misdemeanor offenses, not felonies. 


But because of the nature of the act, forinstance your example of the box 
car seal, because this is interstate commerce it then becomes a Federal case, 


TURNER: Right. Whereas the problem, other than the Federal technicality, is 
strictly local, I think the distinction I drew there was that people in organized 
crime, obviously controlling millions of dollars and having batteries of high-priced 
attorneys are a little different group to try and hit from a law enforcement stand-~- 
point and make it stick. And I think also from a Federal standpoint that these are 
the people that pose the biggest menace to this country and the safety and well-being 
of the citizens, 


as Well, is this purely a matter of statistics? You've inferred, it seems 
ome, two reasons for this situation which you describe, One is that sixty convic- 
tions for some minor infringement is a large total Of whatever the total may be, 
where the other would take much longer and wouldn't add up statistically in the same 
way. Is there --and then you also inferred, it seems to me, a moment ago, that 
perhaps they might be loathe to take on the big crime syndicates. Why do you feel 
that this happens? Surely they have all the propaganda facilities at their disposal, 
Wouldn't catching a really big crime syndicate do as much for the FBI's reputation! 
as catching up with sixty car thieves? 


TURNER: Obviously it would, but--if it could be done~-~-but, I think it comes down 

to the question of one in the hand is worth two in the bush. As I pointed out, these 
leners in crime~-these one-man gangs are a lot easier to catch, In a lot of instances 
the local police have already caught them and it's pretty clear cut, whereas when 

you get into organized crime, you're talking about a very complex situation which 
would require intensive effort and large expenditures of manpower, all of which, 
when you finally wind it up, may come to naught because these people have had the 
money to purchase, or to retain tap legal authority, If you did get a statistic on one 
of them it would only be one, It would count no more than some skid row wino as 

far as a conviction statistic is concerned. 


[| Why are conviction statistics per se so important to the Bureau? 


TURNER: Well, they've been used in justifying the Bureau's appropriation to the 
appropriations committee in Congress, As you know, each government agency goes-- 


b6 
b7C 


‘ . 
, a . ad 
. ’ : 
’ . 
, s * 
a en 
a 


the head of it will go before the appropriation committee and request a budget 
and thereby what they term accomplishments in justification of this continued 
expenditure of the taxpayers money. 


Do they label the different sections? Do they say sixty second-hand 
stolen cars received, or is it just a total as a result of FBI work and prosecution 
of cases~--we have convicted so many people? 


TURNER: Well, sometimes~-well, in the matter of cars they do specifically state 
how many cars they recovered, I've got to qualify that again. They don't state 

that they recovered, They state "that were recovered in FBl-investigated cases, 
The reason for this qualification is that in many instances, and in my experience 

in most instances, the FBI itself never physically recovers the automobile, It's re- 
covered by a local officer or a local agency and then this agency will notify the FBI 
that the car came from out of staté and the Bureau will then get in on the investiga- 
tion, But they still will claim this car as money saved, recovered for the taxpayer. 
Sometimes the Bureau agent may never ever have seen the car. 


aoa I would like to know, Mr. Turner. You have worked in five different 
ureau offices in various parts of the United States, and I would like to know some 


of the kinds of cases that you have been involved in, because I am still not satisfied 
that we are getting as accurate a description of the Bureau's activities as we might 
here, Now, we've mentioned such things as the car thefts and relatively minor 
things, and we've talked about the big operations such as that famous Appalachian 
collective that occurred in New York state which I really don't know whatever 
happened on that, but what are some of the cases that you as an agent would be 
assigned to beyond this? 


TURNZR: Predominantly in criminal work I would say that my experience has been 
in theft from interstate shipment. For example, interstate of stolen motor vehicles, 
theft of government property, crime on a government reservation, things of that 
nature rather than the larger--~what we call crimes which would be involved with 
organized crime, although I have worked on kidnapping cases and major criminal 
investigations, bank robberies, extortion, things of that nature. 


All right, on those three areas--kidnapping, bank robbery and extortion-- 
what 1s your opinion of the FBI's efficiency as a law enforcement agency here? 


TURNER: I think that they do rather well in these particular types of investigations. 
I don't want to say that they couldn't do better, but I find one thing that is important 
in these types of investigations, and which they have at their disposal are large 
quantities of manpower which they can throw into the breach and really saturate an 
area, Now, in many types of investigations this is desirable and they have it and I 
found that this, probably, rather than any super sleuthing or masterminding is the 
reason that these cases many times come toa successful conclusion, 


said that it was his estimate that there were approximately 
fifteen hundred FBI agents in the Communist Party, which would come out to some- 
thing like a ratio of one agent for every 5.7 members of the Communist Party. Does 
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this match with your opinion or information? 


TURNER: Well, I wouldn't want to even try and numerically judge that. I have no-- 
perhaps| had a better source or a way of doing it. My experience has 
been, and it's again very limited from a--strictly localized--that the Communist 
Party has been fairly well penetrated by the Bureau informants, which is what 
undoubtedly was referring to, as opposed to special agents which are 


actually Bureau employees, he was referring to informants like, we've all heard of 
a in Pittsburgh, this kind of thing. 


And these are people who are not full fledged special agents, but 
simply people that the FBI uses as spies? 


TURNiR: Well, again, I wouldn't use the word spies, They're informants, They're 
not special agents. They're not employees.They may be furnished funds to carry 
on their penetration of the Communist Party or any other subversive organization, 
but they're not special agents of the FBI, No. 


And, have you had any work within the Communist Party or in dealing 
with this aspect of the FBI work? 


TURNsR: I've had limited experience in it, yes. 


Well, how, I would be very interested to know -- we hear a great 
deal about Communist Front organizations, and he used the example of knowing 
that a certain person was in the Communist Party and therefore when he became 
affiliated with some other organization, keeping watch on that organization, What 
sort of criteria do you use? How do you determine whether or not an idea ora 
person is subversive? Are you trained in any particular way for that kind of work? 


TURNER: If I recall| comment on that, the FBI doesn't evaluate who is 
subversive and who isn't, These particular reports, I think, that you are talking 
about might refer to somebody that wanted to take a job with a government organiza- 
tion, Well, the FBI merely furnishes the interested government agency with their 
report on the matter and doesn't come to conclusions. I might explain that these 
organizations that are on the attorney general's list--what they will do--will 
determine the extent of a person's participation in the activities or in the 

policy making level of such groups, and perhaps those that don't appear on the 
attorney general's list they will prepare a thumbnail sketch or a characterization 

of just what this organization is, but as far as evaluating the person, no, 


[ir Turner, if you are-~-let's take a specific case--I've applied for a 
job, for example, with xyz agency, and this has some security aspect to it, and you, 
as an agent might be assigned to check my 42 references, or whatever number are 
required. What are some of the questions, if this is proper and ethical for you to 
talk about, what are some of the questions that you would use to gather the informa- 
tion for the agency to make the determination? 


Yes, what's your criterion when you go out to find out whether a per- 
SsOnis a security risk? 
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TURNSR: Again, of course I don't go out to find out whether they are a security 
risk, The agent is supposed to go out and find out, Number 1. The person's 
character, his loyalty to the country-- 


[ And how do you determine that? Ree 


TURNSR: Again, participation in any of these, and again the extent of the participa~ 
tion in any of these organizations on the attorney general's list. Well, all right, 
that's one facet to explore, Another is particular associates of the subject. Maybe 
he doesn't have a particular past association, but maybe he associates with many 
people who are members of these organizatios which are subversive, There are 
many ways of doing--what it amounts to in the end is a thorough investigation of the 
person's activities, associations, and his thoughts with regard to whether he is~- 
well, take an example, you might ask a question, ‘in the event of war, would his 
sympathies lie with this country or with some foreign power, 


Now is --what I'm trying to find out, Mr, Turner, is whether there are 
areas, such as character, loyalty to one's country, and a number of other areas 
that you as an agent would discuss with a person of whom you were asking these 
questions, or whether there are predescribed questions that you have to find out the 
specific answers to, 


TURNAR: No, there are no predescribed questions. 


I see. So that then the agent himself has to use a great deal of discretion 
and judgment in weighing the answers of the person he is interrogating? 


TURNER: Well, yes. 
[| It takes a tremendous amount of sophistication, then, I would imagine, 
TURN#R: Well, I would certainly think so, yes. 


Yes, well, that was a part of my earlier question--how are you trained 
in the FBI so that you have determined in your own mind what questions would 
establish the loyalty of an individual| — ~~ ]used specifically the example of 
knowing that a Communist had affiliated himself with a specific organization which 
might not even be on the attorney general's list as far as I gather, Now does that 
mean that immediately somebody would be monitoring the meetings of this organi- 
zation and checking up on the other officers to see how many times 
they associated with this man socially? How would you go about it so that you find 
out that John Doe has become president of some committee or organization? Where 
do you go from there? 


TURNER: Well, I think that(_ __—CdJ mentioned that the organizations with which 
the Bureau is most concerned are pretty well penetrated by these informants who 
attend the meetings and I think you will find this has pretty well been told in all-- 
recounted in all the stories, books on the subject and all, I can recall reading one 
where it actually got to be more or less a laughing matter as to who was an FBI 
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informant and who was a bona fide member of the Communist Party. I think it 


reached perhaps a rather ludicrous stage, but, as far as the Communist Party is 
concerned, why the Bureau probably has it pretty well penetrated. 


Would it be too much to ask to say what kind of a question would you Ke 
ask an individual if you were going to try to dete rmine whether or not they were a b7c 
subversive person? Where would you begin? Supposing you were inte rrogating me 
to find out whether or not I was a loyal citizen? What would you ask me? 


TURNGR: Well, in the first--I don't quite get the context of what you're asking. 


Well, we're still on this business of how does the agent, faced with 
the proposition of trying to find out whether an individual or a group of individuals 
who have organized themselves into something called xyz, is in fact a disloyal or- 
ganization, What criteria are you using in your own mind? I mean, are you trained 
Marxists? Do you know when you hear them talk whether or not they're Marxists? 
Or is it a purely political judgment? What do you go on? 


TURNR: Well, of course the judgment there again has already been made in the 
Department of Justice as to what organizations, so largely it's a question of de- 
termining relationships with these organizations and extent of participation, 


a I see, In other words it would be membership and participation rather 
than any detailed knowledge of what that person thought about a specific issue, 


socialized medicine or whatever? 
TURNuR: Largely that's what it comes down to, 


aes One hears the statement made that if a person is suspected, or some~ 

thing like that, of something, that they are framed, Did you ever have anything to 

do with, or know anything about an incident which you could classify as a frame-up 
against a person who was suspected of something? 


TURNAR: Frame-up is sort of a --I guess that's a detective story kind of phrase. 
Of course, it is my contention that -- I don't know whether I would call it a frame~ 
up or not, but that this action against me in Oklahoma City was bottomed on error, 
That's a legal term for it, which is somewhat similar to the frame-up. As far as 
frame-ups are concerned, in your general statement, no, I read one article by 

in the Saturday wvening Post which indicates that the 
Bureau suppressed evidence in a kidnapping case, but, that's about the extent of what 
I know on that. 


[| But you have no personal knowledge of any such other than your own case 


TURNe&R: Right. 


~ 


P| But, in a sense, a lot of the information in the FBI files is being 
Suppressed in the sense it is certainly not being released to anybody including the 


Justice Department. You talked about suppressing evidence --~- 
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TURNusR: I don't know whether I quite get what you're driving at there. 


eee Well, it's a different aspect of it, but you did mention earlier that it 

was legitimate that some of the FBI files were never opened to anyone, Well, now 
what do the FBI propose to do with them if they're never open to anyone, if even the 
Justice Department is not given this information? Who's going to make the deter- 
mination what happens to the people who are on those files? Perhaps I'm getting 
back to the question that answered about the picking up of people inside 
of a few hours, All those people are going to be picked up without having had the 
slightest chance to defend themselves, to discuss whether or not the information 
was justified, without trial, without the Justice Department having had anything to 
do with it, That might form the basis for considerable injustice, 


TURNER: No, I think you're wrong there in one statement. The Justice Department 
is fully aware of the identity of these people as far as I know, 


[ But they don't have the files, as I understand it. 


TURNER: Well, I don't know, but I'm not sure that they don't, 


[ You don't know whether they have the files or not ? 


TURNER: I don't know whether they do or not, but I am practically certain that the 
Justice Department knows the identity of these people, 


Yes, well, knowing the identity, you know, if a person had been identi- 
fied as a murderer, and was then picked up and put in a prison because they were a 
murderer without evidence ever having been produced or a trial being held, knowing 
the identity and being the murderer might--you know--there would be a big cleavage 
there, 


TURN#R: Well, yeah, I see --~- 

In other words these people and organizations on whom the FBI has 
files which the Justice Department may or may not be aware of the contents, if they 
are not aware and all they have is the identification of a person as being a subversive- 


TURN“R: Well, as I told you, I don't know whether they do or they don't. The 
Justice Department, I would guess, has a complete file or copies of all reports, 
I would guess, 


But still those people, if wha said is correct, those 
people would still be liable to arrest without trial, and incarceration in the event of-- 


TURN#R: Yeah, this probably would be the same thing as happened to a number of 
German and Japanese aliens or sympathisers after the commencement--after 


Pearl Harbor, 


[ And of course it was, as we know now, the vast majority of these people 
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were not, but there was a dragnet, 


TURNAR: Yeah, yeah, this of course is--things that originate, I would guess, ona 
Presidential level so it hardly would be anything that--I think what you mean is the 
FBI just on their own initiative going out and doing this.No, I don't think so. 


No, But the --whatever government agency acted, would be acting on 
the basis purely and simply of the information collected by the FBI, which puts a 
great weight of responsibility on the agent, 


TURNER: This is true, but this is true in any other facet of--the same in criminal 
cases, the same in anything. 


[i Oh, no. In criminal cases they are tried in front of a court. 


TURNER: Yes. But again, a lot of the evidence is collected by uh, by uh-~- 


[ Yes, but it has to be subjected to some kind of scrutiny. 


TURNSR: I agree, all right, yeah, I see what you are talking about, but I think that 
that is_not something that the FBI has initiated on their own. That's a Presidential 
decision as to certain persons, Now, it's probably a decision of the Department of 
Justice as to who specifically is put on these lists, perhaps with recommendations 

by the Bureau, I don't know. I'm not going to say, one way or another when I don't 
specifically know. 


ae No, Of course not, 


[| I'd like to ask you about another aspect, Mr, Turner, In several places 

[stalked about what he considered to be bias among some of the super- 
visors and in various sections of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, He talked 
about such things as a strong influence of Southern politicans--right wing, in his 
words, people politically, some of whom were critical, for instance, of 
fay in a particular lecture that he mentioned, He also said that in some 
cases there was anti-Negro bias, and in another case it was his opinion that there 


was some anti-semitic feelings. Now, I wonder, do you have any basis for comment- 


ing on this? I know this is an imprecise kind of thing and rather broad gauged, but 
I would like your opinion on these areas, 


TURNER: Well, as far as the politics are concerned, during my career, I was 
more or less a-political as far as it's concerned, Now there is no question 
about the fact that the Bureau is extremely, oh, I don't know the correct word to 
use for this, but perhaps if you had to put it ina political term, they would be 


right-wing --oh, patriotism, this kind of thing being a very predominant issue, Well, 
I kind of think that under this--carried to extremes, and I feel that it's been carried 


to extremes by the Bureau, that sometimes individual rights get trod on, and that 


always is the end of patriotism promoted by this. I would say that, sure, if it came 


down to the rights of the government over the rights of the individual to the good 
of the society or to the good of the nation, I say, well fine, But I find that a lot of 
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times this treading on individuals and individual's rights merely serves the purposes, 
selfish purposes of individuals rather than the ends of patriotism or of the--promote 
the ends of government as such or serve the welfare of society, It's merely a self- 
seeking kind of thing rather than anything really necessary ta promote desirable 
ends, . 


In other words you don't feel unpatriotic because you are critical of bé6é 
the FBI? b7C 


TURNER: Heavens, no, I feel exactly the opposite, as a matter of fact, I just feel 
that I'm doing a patriotic thing by trying to criticise certain points which I feel 
definitely need criticism, 


[ What about the racial issues that Trevor was mentioning? 


May I clarify this, because there was, as you mentioned when we were 
talking out there, an article in bony magazine written by a reporter for the 
magazine, an interview with Mr. Hoover, which in fact was quite laudatory, as I 
understand it, of the FBI's policy vis-a-vis hiring Negro-American, and yet 

gave us somewhat of a different opininn on this. Do you have any information 
you could throw any light on this? 


TURNR: I stated that I was rather a-political during my Bureau career-- 


[| No, well this really isn't a political question. 


TURN#R: Right, and I'm going to draw a parallel that I also would -~ didn't pay 
too much attention to counting numbers on this kind of thing. I can only say this, 
that during the time I was in the Bureau that ~-I was in five different field offices 
over ten and a half years--I never personally knew another agent who was either 
Negro or Jewish. Now, what this may manifest is anybody's guess, Certainly there 
were certain individual agents who had certain prejudices. So far as I know this is 
strictly on an individual basis. I never heard any policy, but again-- 


[ Well, with six thousand agents that would be inevitable, 


TURNZ@R: Yes, right, it certainly would. I can't help but feel, however, that the 
fact that I never did run into any, even on my trips back to Washington, D.C,, where 
I met agents in training classes, in retraining classes from all over the country, 

it just seemed that by chance I should have run into a couple if actually there was 
any significant percentage of either Negro or Jewish agents in the Bureau, 


No political education as such--you said you were fairly a-political, 
well, now for many people the FBI is a fairly political matter itself, Would you say 
that in the training of the men that it's put more on the level of "this is for the 
national good, this is for the national security,"' and that ideas like racism and 
political theory and things of this sort are not really stressed very much in training 
the men or in working with the men? 


TURN#R: Well, that's right, I mean, actually they are more or less peripheral to 
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the direct problem of law enforcement, and I don't think to any great extent they 
just got immersed in that particular topic or topics strictly because the time was 
mostly taken up with things about how to solve cases or take tire marks out of the 
ground, this kind of--you know~-picking up evidence and rules of evidence and 
matters directly related to law enforcement as such, 


Mr, Hoover has made a number of pronouncements, written a number of 
books having to do with the moral and sone times the political posture of what he 
considers to be good citizenship and patriotism, and I wonder if in your experience 
this reflects down into the Bureau, Obviously he as a citizen has a perfect right 
to do this whether or not one agrees or disagrees, but I wonder, because he has 
some obviously very firm convictions, and I wonder how this channels down into 


the Bureau. 


TURNuR: Right, Yes, he does have some very firm convictions, and they permeate 
the Bureau. There's no deviation from them at all, 


You mean apart from what you wear, and this sort of thing, the more 
general ones. 


TURNR: Right. Now, on these books that he's written, obviously I think that, 
perhaps to give an illustration might--the Bureau of Narcotics had a gentlemen who 
was its Director for thirty years, Dr. Anslinger. Now, this, too, is a long tenure for 
a bureaucrat’ in Washington, and I've read reports in the paper where the Kennedy 
administration was anxious to, as discretely as possible, get Mr. Anslinger to retire 
because they felt that he was too unyielding, inflexible in his viewpoints, that he 
imposed his viewpoints on anybody and everybody and that he had a tendency to 
consider the act rather than the actor, in other words in narcotics rather than 
considering that a person who uses narcotics, and of course I'm distinguishing 

from a person who peddles it, this is something else again, a person who is 

afflicted with the use of narcotics might actually be somebody who is sick, in need 
of treatment, rather than being somebody that should be thrown into jailas a crim- 
inal, I would say that if you draw this same parallel of the FBI it fits in pretty 
exactly with Mr. Hoover's viewpoint, Very inflexible on issues like that, and I 

think he has a tendency to consider the act rather than the actor in these situations, 
If you read his books, this strain does run through them. There is no question 

about it. 


How does this reflect --you obviously were dissatisfied with some of 
the practices of the FBI, These may be many and I hope you can tell us something 
specifically about these. Searels is, and he maintains that there are many 
agents who are dissatisfied, and he even used the word disillusioned, Would you 
care to comment on this? 


TURN.AR: Well, yes, This was my prime concern in writing to members of 
Congress, One of the statements that I made was that the situation has become 

such in the Bureau that the morale of the special agents themselves is at an all-time 
low, and this I largely attributed to the abuse of personnel policies of the Bureau. 
And this is on record. It's in my letters to the members of Congress and its in the 
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Civil Service records, so I've been very specific on that particularly issue. 


[| What are some of these? 


TURNER: The first --I'll generalize a little bit, that the Bureau has--~-there's no 

use kidding ourselves about it-+it's a vast bureaucracy, that's what itis, Now, 
usually in bureaucratic situations any employee of a bureaucracy has recourse 

to the Civil --or has use of some other forum to hear his complaints should he feel 
he is being unjustly or wrongly disciplined by his organization, In the case of the 
Bureau, however, this is entirély untrue, and many injustices have occurred to 
agents; and because of this tremendous prestigé and image, the normal channels 

of grievance have broken down, I had a menriber of Congress tell me that he'd 

like to help, but there really wasn't much he could do, that Hoover was more power- 
ful thari the President, and long ago had been awarded sweeping powers which, 

right now there isn't a thing they could do about, One of the things that I think has 
been brought in the hearing testimony, and I think perhaps that this is the number 
one sore spot and cause of the numerous personnel incidents which are occurring 

in the Bureau, I really don't feel that my case is extraordinary exceptto the lengths 
whieh I pursued it, ‘Most of the agents, when they get in a jam with the Bureau, are-- 
well, they have this frustrated feeling that there's nothing they can do about it, so 
they quietly resign, and unfortunately the government service loses some of the 
finest and most capable personnel because of this. One of the sore spots, number 
one, is this voluntary overtime. Now, the Bureau will cite the agents performed 

sO many hundred thousand hours of voluntary overtime over the course of the past 
year and this saved hiring other agents and effected tremendous economy in addition 
to showing a great spirit. Unfortunately, however, this voluntary overtime has a 
few strings attached to it which really don't make it voluntary. Number one, well, 
unless you maintain a certain average, they go by an office average, and unless 
you're above it most of the time you will be required to explain why not, Well, 
Obviously if you are working on an average, some are going to be above and some 
below, and whether you're one minute above or one minute below doesn't really 
make any difference, 


You mean that there is a standard set for overtime that an agent and 
other employees are supposed to put in? 


TURNR; It doesn't apply to other employees, This only applies to special agents, 


Lo: see, 


TURN#R: There is no set staridard that you're going to find written down, but the 
average in the field right now is about three hours a day in addition to a normal 
eight hour working day agents are on duty perhaps eleven hours a day on an average, 
Of course if you work a weekend why it means you could go home at five o'clock 

on Monday. This kind of thing, 


And yet, if your average, if the national average, or the office average 
is three hours and you've only worked --yourself worked two and a half, then that 
lets you in for trouble, is that your point? 
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TURNsR: If it happens two or three months in a row why then you are called in 
to explain why you aren't carrying your share of the work load. 


Well, then what is the use of an average? Why don't they just say bé 
how many hours a day they want you to work overtime? Bie 


TURNSR: Well, because the overtime is supposed to be caused by emergency con-~- 
ditions, which arise on occasion, Obviously if a bank robbery happens at five o'. 
clock on a Saturday or on a Friday afternoon this is an emergency condition and 
agents can very well expect to work through the night, However, the point is, that 
saying you have a month where no emergencies happen, and this occurs quite often-- 
they come in bunches and then there won't be any-~nevertheless, if the office 
average was say, three hours the previous month, these agents know full well that 
they're going to have put in approximately that amount of time whether there's any 
emergency or not, or else they're going to be below the office average and called 
on the carpet for it, Now when you consider that not only c ould they be called on 
the carpet for it, but.'hat their raises are contingent upon them being above this 
office average. I think that this is one of the things that are commented on when 
an agent is considered for promotion--how much he has been above the office 
average, 


Oh, but, I--I'm not much of a mathematician, but how can you be 
above the average, because if everybody is above the average then the average 
gets higher. 


TURN#R: Right. 
re | mean, this seems to me--~it could go up to twenty-four hours a day-- 


TURN#R: You've put your finger on what I call the number one sore spot, It's been 
Spiraling ever since it started and it's now up to three hours a day, and if you figure 
that out, on a five day work work, that's twenty-four {sic) extra hours a week, 


[ Are you paid for this ? 


TURNER: You're paid a fringe benefit for an hour and twelve minutes of it, or 
something like that, ee aes brought out in his comments~-the public 
law that was enacted a number of years ago on that. 


ae And you say that this kind of a situation is one of the major sore spots 
within the Bureau, then, with regard to morale and attitude? 


TURNER: Oh, definitely. These agents--they have no reluctance to do the job when 
it's there to be done, but they definitely do not like to.be hanging around putting in 
time, They'd rather be with their families when there's nothing specific to be done. 


Do the agents resent the supervision of their private lives which was 
spoken about in the other interview, such as investigation of wives and families and 
things of that sort? 
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TURNeR: Well, I don't think that's a major issue with them at all. It may be ina 
case or two, but that isn't the problem, Getting back to this overtime thing, as you 
gay, it's more ot less been a pyramiding thing over the years. It just goes up and 
up; I don't know where it will end as long as they use that as a criterion for per- 
formance. As an example, say that two agents each have the same number of cases 
assigned involving the same amount of work, saying its done in a reasonably 
efficient manner, The only thing that's going to distinguish between them as to 
their performance and who gets a raise and who doesn't, perhaps, is who took the 
longer time to do the job, because his overtime will be higher, and under this 
concept they are putting a premium on inefficiency. He will be considered superior 
in attitude and everything because he's put in more overtime, 


[ It's taken him longer to do it. — 


TURNR: Yeah, because it took him longer to do it. 


Now along these same lines, [ said that when an agent was 
considered for--as a candidate for promotion, another factor that weighed very 
heavily was whether or not he had written sufficientnumbers to the Bureau, or to 
Mr. Hoover, laudatory letters, How does this check out with your experience? 


TURN2zR: Well, long ago when I was a newer agent, it was intimated to me that this 
was a yery desirable thing to do.when you received a raise to send a letter to Mr, 
Hoover thanking him, this kind of thing, and that it was considered de rigueur to 
request his autographed photograph, this kind of thing, but I haven't had quite the 
extent of it that errerentiyt | has, but then again he was closer to Wash- 
ington, 


But of course, it may be common practice for employees of a company 
Or an agency or whatever, if they receive a raise or get a promotion to write a 
letter back to whoever is responsible, so it seems to me that this ~-I don't find 
anything that is significant in this. The significant question would be, ''What if 
someone did not do this."" Was there anything that followed from it? 


TURNsR: Well, I can't answer that absolutely. I just don't know, because I'm not 
the one that would make decisions as to raises and all, 


[ No, but I meant in your acquaintance -- 


TURN#R: I think that it's fairly well accepted among the agents that the more 
buttering up you do in that nature the better off you are, but then again, this isn't 
necessarily distinctive of the FBI. 


I have one question that I'd like to get back to here, and that is your 
éxperience with relation to the Congressman that you had contacted. Now you 
mentioned the reaction of one Congressman was sort of throwing up his hands, 
and I wondered whether in the ones that you had talked to this was confirmed, Do 
they consider the FBI to be a thing completely apart from their jurisdiction? 


-18- 
TURN“R: Well, of course, if they contended that they'd be wrong. No, they don't. 


[____] Al right, What did they tell you ? ae 
b7c 


TURNER: Do you want to get down to cases on it or generalize? 


~ 


[ I'd like to, if you can, be specific. 


TURNwZR: Well, as far as Senator Kefauver's office felt that it was just too big a 
thing to buck, In other words, he'd had good relations with Mr. Hoover and he 
apparently wanted to keep it that way. Congressman Seller's office’: I wrote to 
Congressman Seller because he was chairman of the House Judiciary Committee, 
and as such, the context of my letter was what I found in this while I was still an 
agent, that I had no forum in which to be heard impartially concerning a grievance 
which --actually the way that--the injustice that was done, I felt, had impaired my 
reputation to the extent that I was always a fellow that worked hard and did a job 
and here these statements were made concerning this which I felt were completely 
unjustified and I wanted an impartial investigation into it--not by the Bureau, but 
by either the attorney general or some member of Congress, or some impartial 
hearing where I could present my case, and incidentally the case of another agent 
who had been dealt with severely because he was a few pounds over an arbitrary 
weight limit, This is another source of --- 


[_] This is the man who subsequently testified-- - 


TURNER: He subsequently testified in my behalf, yes. 


[ And what happened to him? 


TURNuR: Well, he was transferred to Alaska and the last I heard they suspended 
him, something about an applicant case and when he didn't report back after the 
suspension was up, I understand that they either are in the process of or have 
already given him a medical discharge for nervousness. Now, obviously they 
didn't want another hearing, This is the conclusion I draw from anything like that. 
The man isn't sick. 


Well, even on paper is there no provision for grievance hearings 
or discussion of the possible disciplinary moves, you know, is there no--even 
internally --what you've described is a large government department functioning 
in fact outside of any other routine, in other words an empire unto itself which, 
on paper is responsible to the Congress but that the Congress is not implementing 


that at all. 


TURN.W.R: Right. The normal checks and balances which control the activities 
of other agencies--and I'm not talking about supersecret information which | 
obviously must remain just in the possession of the FBI--I'm talking about their 
internal administration, their administrative policies, their handli 

to best advantage, you know. Evry other agency, for instance 


which will jump allover it, they get off base in this regard, but it seems biz 
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that the FBI the normal system of checks and balances has broken down completely. 


[_] And no even internal set-up within the FBI 


TURN-sR: Yeah, but there again, You criticise any of their policies and you're 
just bluntly told you're wrong and that's it, period, There's no recourse from that 
within the FBI, They have the supposed channel of grievance, which I followed, 

by the way, but it was strictly to no satisfaction. 


Mr, Turner, I'd like your opinion on this. It seems to me that in some 


ways the FBI is a kind of paramilitary organization with a lot of strict requirements 


of men that go into the department that they have to--they know that they are going 
into an organization which demands a great deal of them, and I'm wondering if, 

in fact, the nature of the operation does not require the suspension of certain civil 
rights that ordinarily you would simply not want to give up, Now, I just thought of 
that question and I wondered, is there anything in this at all? 


TURN#«R: Ys, lagree that the very nature of the work in which the FBI engages 
demands that there be, oh, a stern regiment, as the Bureau puts it, However, I 
think, as I mentioned before, that a lot of times the stern regiment is far exceeded, 
that there's nothing to be served by the lengths or extremes to which they go, I 
think that a reasonable stern discipline is very desirable, but I don't think the 
unreasonable lengths to which they go necessarily promote either the efficiency 

of the service or actually promote anything which is desirable, I think it, for 
exarmple, when I was writing, one of the gentlemen with whom I communicated was 
Senator Javits of New York and Senator Javits wrote Robert Kennedy, the attorney 
general, stating that he felt that each and every government organization in dealing 
with its employees must abide by the basic concepts of fair play. 


i don't think that there's any relation between fair play and the need for 
discipline, I think that they are two different things and that the Bureau could have 
this discipline and still have fair play. 


[| There's no conflict, you mean, between these two concepts, 


TURNER: Right. Yes, yes, exactly. Now, the Bureau sent an assistant director 
over to see the Senator, and, as I get the story from one of the Senator's aides, 
this assistant director said, well, we'll handle it, it's merely an internal adminis- 
trative matter for the Bureau. And Senator Javits reportedly replied, 'Well, I was 
in the military service, and both of my assistants were in the military service and 
we know the need for for discipline, but,'' he said, "however, feel that this has 
exceeded any such need," So this is the point that I make. Definitely, discipline 
is required, but as the Bureau interprets it they have gone way overboard on it, 
These are intelligent people, understand, hired, supposedly the cream of the crop, 
and they require a certain amount of regimen, Any organization does, especially 
when they are in law enforcement work, but this has gone so far in excess that it's 
lowered the morale terribly, 


[i You have written a book now, which I understand you have offered to 
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publishers and the title of that book is, "The FBI, The Hoover Myth."' And I wonder 
if you have anything that you would like to add to what we have already discussed 


vis-a-vis Mr. Hoover himself. Obviously the whole conversation has revolved around 
him, but I wondered if you had anything further to say on this. 


TURNER: I might explain this-~-the title might --I actually in a letter to Senator 
Kefauver of Tennessee (I was stationed in Knoxville, Tennessee at the time and I 
thought I was at least in some manner a oonstituent of his) I made the statement, 
and I'll tell you in a minute to what I referred when I said as an example that any 
statement which isn't in furtherance of the Hoover myth is therefore labeled by the 
FBI as an unfounded allegation, Well, as I explained, what I meant by this myth 

is this presentation of absolute perfection and no admission of ever being wrong, 
always presenting itself as something infallible, I think that, speaking for myself 
and the agents I know, they'd much rather have the thing put on an objective level 
rather than all this, well, there's one fellow that put it to me, he said, "That organ- 
ization is just too good to be true," and it really is too good to be true. It isn't 


true, 
| ___1 Does this have to do with the strong public image that one newspaper b6 
as said one of the reasons that they would not take up the story thal bic 


had offered to us was that they couldn't cope with Mr, Hoover's strong public image? 


TURNER: Yes, you find that in just about any--I don't think it's~-as I said, it's not 
distinctive to the newspaper people at all. I pointed out Congress has the same 
feeling., I think in many places that you go you'd get the same reaction. I did mention 
that I wanted to cite an example--- 


[sd That you started--that's right. 


TURNER: This again is all in this--on the record. When I was in Oklahoma City 
I think that--a problem arose. In other words, I requested a transfer from Okla- 
homa City and the request was for consideration, It required a simple "yes" or 
"no" answer and I didn't expect any more, What I got was a statement that, since 
| I requested the transfer from Oklahoma, I was unenthusiastic for my assignment 
there, Because I waw unenthusiastic, I had a poor attitude and that therefore I 
was being placed on indefinite probation, Well this is what I mean by this excess 
to which this regimen is carried. Sure, I wasn't in a position to dictate where I 
should be stationed, nor was I even trying. I pointed out, however, that ina large 
Organization, perhaps it isn’ t always apparent that my background wasn't being 
used down there, Perhaps it could have been used to better advantage elsewhere. 
Now, when I was placed on probation, this started this personal grievance which 
culminated in my corresponding with Congress. One of the statements that I made 
in the letter to Kefauver, going back to that again for a moment--it's difficult to 
put across some of this to people outside the Bureau, They just sometimes don't 
believe it. And, I cited as an example a gentleman in Chicago by the name of 
po |e was, if you'll go back to the year 1957, 
al that time there was what is referred to as the Appalachian gang which convened 
at Appalachia, New York and which consisted of some of the top hoodlums of organ- 
ized crime in the country. Well, the attorney general at the time was very upset 
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that such a conclave could go on, of people of this stature in the world of crime. 

And he organized a special task force to investigate and prosecute these people 

It was known as the Attorney General's Special Group on Organized Crime, r 
was head of their Chicago operations. 


[dente ss tne 0.8,--- 


TURNER: This is the Department of Justice. As you know, organized crime and 
Chicago were fairly synonymous terms around the law enforcement, This group 
was later disbanded, They had performed their function, The group had been 
prosecuted and therefore their reason for being no longer existed. However, 
made the statement to the Chicago press, radio and television that his 
group-~-now understand he's an employee of the Department of Justice at the time 
and therefore actually within the same Department as the FBI. His group had not 
been afforded what he considered sufficient cooperation by the FBI and he also 
considered that the FBI was outmoded in their operations.Well now these are his 
opinions and it was not my purpose to either concur withL__ sidan his 
ersion of the FBI, but what happened was that the FBI thereupon labeled 
(ee a memorandum to all agents that he had made unfounded allegations, 
Just arbitrarily, like that, notwithstanding the fact that they were merely expressions 
of opinion, 


fees were not, in this memorandum I assume, refuted in any way, merely 
Smissed with the label "unfounded allegation." 


TURNER: Right. Exactly. This to me was a rather arbitrary way of--just be- 
cause he had been critical of the Bureau, of dismissing him as having made un- 
founded allegations, and inasmuch as this is the same thing that I had been accused 
of in Oklahoma City, that I had made "unfounded allegations,'' I point that out-- 
how arbitrary this particular label was attached to people. 


In other words you used the| | story as an example in approaching 
Senator Kefauver? 


TURNER: Yes, right, as an example of how arbitrary some of these Bureau 
Statements can get, So, I think that I wanted to bring that out because it illustrates 
a little about what I'm talking about, this arbitrary attitude, and it also--one of the 
allegations against me whenthe Bureau dismissed me was that in making this state- 
ment to Senator Kefauver I was therefore aligning myself with an enemy of the 
Bureau, namely, That's pretty strong language, just because the man 
was critical of the cooperation he got from the Bureau why he was labeled an enemy 
of the Bureau. 


[Jy whom, now --- 


TURNER: By the Bureau representative. 


[ In the allegation against him--- 
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TURNER: Right. This is on record in the Civil Service here. 


[ That you had aligned yourself with an enemy. 


TURNERYeah, All I was saying was that a man had the right to express an opinion, . 
I was in no way agreeing with him or disagreeing with him, I merely thought that 
he should have the right to express it without being hit in the face with an 
“unfounded allegations" label. 


ANNOUNCER: You have just heard an interview with William W. Turner, former 
special agent with the FBI, whose suit against the Bureau was filed in the United 


States District Court in Washingto on October 5, 1962, The interview was 
conducted by] san for Pacifica Radio. 


Tape running time 84 minutes 


first scheduling: Eleventh Hour 
at KPFA October 26, 1962 


